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1CHAPTER 1: Introduction 
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 established that preservation of “irreplaceable 
heritage is in the public interest.”1 This language reflects the advocacy positions that led to the passage 
of the Act and the tenor of arguments in support of preservation ever since. A critical belief that 
underlies preservation action is that it serves a public purpose and that old buildings should participate in 
contemporary life. Over many decades, preservationists have tried to convince others of this perspective. 
Expanding definitions of “significance” have widened historic preservation’s purview into realms of 
social, cultural, environmental, and economic concerns. This increased engagement has included one 
of the most pressing challenges of the present day: affordable housing. At a time of nationwide concern 
over housing affordability, pressure on the built environment is keenly felt. Cities across the country are 
struggling with population growth, economic shifts, and rapidly rising housing costs. Questions about 
how to grow equitably and sustainably are difficult to answer, even as immediate solutions become ever 
more necessary. The affordability crisis can be quantified and analyzed by any number of metrics; yet it is 
also a phenomenon with deeply personal and intangible impacts.
Historic preservation is one of many fields that engage with the built environment and land-use 
debates that intersect affordability. Decreasing affordability and increasing demand in cities where there 
are lots of old buildings place historic preservation interests squarely within this discussion. A critical 
issue that faces the historic preservation field with respect to affordability is the negative perception of 
preservation activity. Some housing advocates, developers, and members of the general public see historic 
preservation as a limitation, encumbering growth with arbitrary or exclusionary processes. Historic 
preservation is plagued by common notions that it is an imposition rather than a potential asset. 
At the outset of any discussion of historic preservation and affordable housing, a note on the 
terminology of “preservation” is important. The fields of historic preservation and affordable housing 
are linguistically related through “preservation” as an industry term. In the affordable housing realm, 
preservation means the retention of existing affordable units often through refinancing or ownership 
transfers. Rehabilitation and maintenance of units protects their physical existence and quality of life 
for the residents. The preservation of existing affordable units is crucial to the success of any long-term 
housing plan. This preservation has no relation to the potential historic nature of the building, stylistic, 
1  National Historic Preservation Act, 54 U.S.C. §330101 (1966).
2artistic, or material values. Although only a linguistic coincidence, there is a basic intersection of the 
two fields within this concept. Preserving existing units and preserving existing buildings are inherently 
linked.
This thesis examines how historic preservation and affordable housing intersect today and what 
types of projects, tools, and strategies can inform future work. It will focus on two cities, New York and 
San Francisco, that are grappling with the repercussions of strong markets and rapid change on both their 
residents and their existing urban fabrics. Two case studies in each city have been chosen to highlight 
successful practices that have achieved positive outcomes for both affordable housing and preservation 
actors. In New York City, the Randolph Houses case provides lessons about collaboration between 
public housing and affordable housing, expanding the traditional narrative of public housing typologies, 
and previous attempts to overlap affordable housing and preservation. The trio of cases by Breaking 
Ground—the Times Square, the Prince George, and the Christopher—shows the evolving challenges of 
development in New York City, experiences of a non-profit mission-driven developer, and how projects 
that originated in earlier eras can respond to new market challenges and utilize building-specific assets. 
In San Francisco, the Kelly Cullen Community illustrates a project with dedicated investment, classic 
preservation approaches and deeply-held community significance, but at a scale that defies wider 
replication due to size and cost. Finally, San Francisco’s Small Sites Program showcases the retention 
of vernacular typologies to preserve existing residents and affordable units in the face of development 
pressure without the use of traditional preservation tools. 
Critical examinations of real projects contribute practical experiences and generalizable lessons 
about possible positive outcomes for both affordable housing and preservation actors. These cases range 
from using traditional tools to achieving informal preservation as a secondary outcome and together they 
illustrate a variety of ways that old buildings can contribute to a larger social good that transcends their 
material nature. The central premise of this thesis is that historic preservation can be a means to a greater 
end, rather than an end in and of itself. Historic buildings have an instrumental value that is separate from 
strictly material-based views of preservation. The participation of old buildings in supporting housing 
equality serves a much larger social purpose that extends far beyond the historic fabric. If preservation is 
indeed a public good, it is important to examine in greater depth how that may be true in practice. 
3Research Methodology
With a topic so broad and ever-changing, there are many ways to approach the research. 
Discourse analysis allowed for the examination of large-scale, abstract issues and existing literature. 
This research revealed that affordable housing is a contentious issue for preservation that lacks a 
comprehensive focus and that it is a relevant avenue that warrants further investigation. Discourse 
analysis also provided a way to characterize the real and perceived negative implications of historic 
preservation, the sources of scholarly divides, and the conflicting findings of previous studies. Interviews 
were undertaken with both historic preservation and housing practitioners to add city-specific and project-
specific qualitative information.   
Case studies were the second research method to serve as a counterpoint to the discourse analysis. 
Specific cases provide a narrow lens to see how these broad arguments manifest in reality. The two 
case study cities of New York and San Francisco were selected as examples of high-pressure markets 
with widely-publicized struggles. Both cities also have mayoral housing plans that are directing current 
action since they were instated in 2014. New York’s Housing New York is a centralized plan to create 
and preserve 300,000 units of affordable housing by 2026. San Francisco’s plan sets a goal of 30,000 
new and rehabilitated units for a range of incomes by 2020. Though in direct comparison the plans may 
not appear comparable, they are each a significant endeavor for their respective cities. By U.S. Census 
Bureau estimates for 2017, New York City has a population of 8.6 million while San Francisco has a 
population of 884,363.2 Estimates of total housing units are similarly on different scales: New York City 
contains approximately 3.4 million and San Francisco has approximately 386,755.3 Preserving existing 
units is a critically important aspect of each housing plan. Preventing the loss of existing affordable units 
through demolition, expiring financing, and conversion out of the rental market is vital to the success of 
these initiatives. Preservation has so far constituted much of the progress for each city compared to new 
construction. 
Both New York and San Francisco are also historic cities with strong preservation regulations. 
Each city has a distinctive and recognizable look and character. The physical fabrics of the cities are quite 
2  New York City Department of Planning, “Current and Projected Populations,” accessed August 1, 2018, http://
www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/nyc-population/current-future-populations.page; U.S. Census Bureau 
American Fact Finder, “2017 Population Estimates,” accessed April 8, 2018, https://factfinder.census.gov/.
3  U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder, “2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Total 
Housing Units,” accessed April 8, 2018, https://factfinder.census.gov/.
4different in their scales, materials, styles, ages, and densities. The buildings may vary, but many of the 
fundamental issues do not. The high concentrations of old buildings are naturally caught in the crosshairs 
of new development. Old buildings are vulnerable to demolition in almost any market condition, but in 
these dense cities where there is limited development potential, very little vacant land left to consume, 
and increasing real estate profits, they face intimidating forces.
Individual case studies within each city were informed by the larger body of research and 
interviews with project members. The case studies were selected to show a range of project types, actors, 
building challenges, and adaptations with generalizable outcomes. Using a framework of preservation 
implementation tools established by scholars Mark Schuster and John de Monchaux which is explored 
in greater detail in the literature review, these cases demonstrate varying approaches and overlaps that 
can occur.4 The tools are divided into ownership and operation, regulation, incentives, property rights, 
and information. The Randolph Houses in New York City illustrate ownership and operation through 
the New York City Housing Authority’s role, regulation through listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places for federal and state tax credits, and incentives for the combination of public housing 
and regulated affordable units in addition to the tax credits. The trio of properties by Breaking Ground 
exemplifies the use of incentives and the consequential regulation that influences project design, in 
addition to use of the property rights tool through transfer of development rights. In San Francisco, the 
Kelly Cullen Community dealt with the maximum amount of designation and regulation. The Small Sites 
Program relies on the information tool to interest tenants and developers in participating in a program that 
engages with historic preservation at its most informal and basic level. Each project was able to combine 
affordable housing and historic preservation in a different way and accomplished it through various tools. 
The selection of case studies represents a range of for-profit and non-profit actors and the tools that have 
been employed to respond to market pressures. 
Certain criteria were established to limit the scope of possible case studies, which partially derive 
from the qualifications of certain preservation tools. Projects were limited to multi-unit rental projects that 
utilized one or more buildings at least 50 years old that involved rehabilitation of existing affordable units 
or the creation of new units. These conditions reflect the requirements of federal tax incentives and local 
4  J. Mark Schuster and John de Monchaux, “Five Things to Do,” in Preserving the Built Heritage: Tools for 
Implementation, ed. J. Mark Schuster, John de Monchaux, and Charles A. Riley II (Hanover, NH: University Press 
of New England, 1997).
5housing policies that prioritize income-producing use and densities greater than single family. This thesis 
also purposefully considers buildings that are not formally designated as resources of potential value. The 
use of the terms “old” and “potentially historic” encompass all buildings that are approximately 50 years 
old or older, borrowing the industry-accepted National Register threshold. “Historic” refers to buildings 
that are locally designated, listed on a state historic register, or listed on the National Register. Three 
of the four case studies deal with buildings that carry at least one type of historic designation; this is a 
product of the commonly-used tools rather than a specific criterion. The Small Sites case was selected 
precisely because formal designation has not played a role in the program’s success.
The wide variety of potential cases to examine proved to be one research limitation. The 
nationwide nature of affordable housing issues means an impossibly large pool of potential cases, 
each with their own peculiarities and potential lessons. The geographic dispersal of cases also defies 
comprehensive study and represents widely different contexts and markets. The selection of high-
demand cities does not reflect the same challenges that other cities and regions face. Rather than attempt 
to represent all potential issues and approaches, the selection of case studies is meant to illustrate site-, 
neighborhood-, and city-specific issues. The individual nature of the four case studies is a limitation in 
itself. Although cases have been selected for some generalizable factors, in their specificity they can resist 
direct comparison. The rarity demonstrated by some of the cases is the reason that discussion of the case 
is valuable; yet, paradoxically, it can prevent wider application of the lessons.
A second research limitation is present in the existing data and literature. The scope and volume 
of available research about affordable housing is extensive. There are many metrics by which to measure 
and track affordability, and studies conducted at a national and state level will tell different stories than 
those undertaken at regional and city levels. Some types of data are collected and publicly accessible, 
such as the use of the Low-Income Housing Tax Credits, while most other data are not consistently 
available. From a historic preservation standpoint, the use of federal and state tax credits can be tracked, 
but those metrics only reveal a portion of the larger picture in which old buildings play a role. Another 
difficulty encountered with the existing research is the ideological biases within it. As the discourse 
analysis shows, contradictory findings about the effects on historic preservation activity can further 
entrench a sense of discord between the two fields. There are very different opinions about the role and 
responsibilities of historic preservation and those ideological differences play out in scholarly research 
as well as in popular media and professional practice. Evidence can be found to support almost any 
6conclusion. Finally, it is a challenge to frame the balance between quantitative and qualitative analysis. 
This is another element that has plagued preservation as the field works toward quantifying nebulous 
concepts like “sense of place” and “community value.” Housing production numbers may be easy to 
track; however, the feeling of a changing place is hard to define. Housing unit count can also be a metric 
of limited utility in tracking the comprehensive and more qualitative success of an affordable housing 
plan. Historic preservation is a qualitative field that has had to develop quantitative metrics in order to 
represent its outcomes and facilitate comparison with other data. Using case studies to develop specific 
statistics and narratives counters the some of the difficulties in representing preservation’s value.
7CHAPTER 2: Contradicting Discourses and Existing Tools
Historic preservation and affordable housing are dynamic and complex topics that can fill 
volumes of their own individual histories. Yet dealing in the same medium—the built environment—they 
necessarily overlap and share common threads, especially in the development of American cities. The 
purpose of this chapter is to examine the “big picture” and situate the reader in some of the major issues 
facing these fields. This chapter will review literature concerning historic preservation and affordable 
housing and delve into key concepts as a way to preface current conditions and discussion of overlaps. 
Concern about affordability in preservation work is not a new concept, yet through an examination 
of relevant literature it is clear how piecemeal that understanding can be. Reviewing the literature 
reveals some crucial ideological divides and underscores the intractability of the affordability problem. 
Accordingly, this chapter will outline some of pertinent tools and strategies that are important, pragmatic 
elements of both preservation and housing projects. 
Examining Historic Preservation 
For a practice that documents patterns of development and historic trajectories, it is only 
relatively recently that historic preservation scholars have pushed for a comprehensive study of the 
preservation movement itself. The occasion of the 50th anniversary of the passing of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), celebrated in 2016, spurred a particular moment of self-reflection and analysis. 
The history of preservation practice has become a compelling narrative about what has been saved and 
how, yet there is still room to analyze how it has (or has not) engaged with other disciplines. A good 
story has always been a part of preservation work; it is a reason that buildings are valued and saved at all 
and how preservationists can communicate what they see to others. It is useful to critically examine and 
acknowledge the historic preservation field’s narrative, because it impacts not only the work that they do 
and how they present themselves to a wider public but how others view preservation action. 
An increasing number of scholars have looked to chronicle the path of the historic preservation 
field and profession and to add greater depth to a widely accepted narrative. Threaded throughout this 
literature is a desire to see preservation as a way to help make progress on contemporary problems, 
contrary to how historic preservation might have been viewed in the past as an isolated niche practice. 
Max Page and Randall Mason collected a series of essays to “complicate” the traditional narrative of 
8preservation’s history derived mainly from Charles Hosmer’s multi-volume foundational texts and 
from the lens of institutional and governmental actions.5 Page and Mason emphasize a cyclical and 
ever-changing nature of preservation over linear development and focus on local initiatives as catalysts. 
They specifically call out unwillingness to engage with difficult histories and that the partnerships 
between preservation and real estate developers is an ongoing process with conflicting natures that 
warrant further study. Around the same time as Page and Randall, Richard Stipe collected another 
series of essays questioning preservation practice for the 21st century. Regulatory developments at 
all levels of government are discussed, as well as work in expanding preservation’s interaction with 
environmentalism, intangible heritage, and social and demographic diversity.6 These publications from 
the early 2000s emerged out of what the authors saw as a dearth of critical and thorough examination of 
the history of historic preservation. These histories did exist, but newer works have increasingly called 
attention to expanded narratives and broader definitions of matters that fall within preservation’s purview. 
Early histories sought as well to legitimize the practice of historic preservation in a context that is very 
different from today, where formal preservation was new and without widely established or entrenched 
precedents. 
This reconsideration of the narrative arc of preservation leads back to studies of the “modern” 
preservation movement. The 50th anniversary of the NHPA translated into conversations about where 
the field has been and what preservation in the future will or should look like. Although the statements 
made by groups such as the National Trust for Historic Preservation and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation are inherently developed from an advocacy standpoint, they provide explicit directions for 
current practice.7 These public-facing statements employ new language to reframe preservation priorities, 
even if to many preservationists these are long-held ideas. True priorities may have remained constant, 
but the language and tone with which those priorities are articulated have shifted. 
The National Trust for Historic Preservation, one of the largest preservation organizations 
in the United States and a powerful advocacy voice, has encouraged this conversation. Their 2017 
5  Max Page and Randall Mason, eds., Giving Preservation A History: Histories of Historic Preservation in the 
United States (New York: Routledge, 2004).
6  Richard Stipe, A Richer Heritage: Historic Preservation in the Twenty-First Century (Chapel Hill, NC: University 
of North Carolina Press, 2003).
7  National Trust for Historic Preservation, “Preservation for People: A Vision for the Future” (Washington D.C., 
2017); Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, “Priorities and Recommendations for the Future” (Washington 
D.C., 2017).
9report “Preservation for People: A Vision for the Future” exemplifies a shift in the articulated role of 
the preservation movement. For this report, the National Trust hosted two years of discussions with 
preservation professionals and interested publics across the country to reflect on the past 50 years of 
preservation and their desires for the future. The overwhelming finding was for a “future preservation 
movement centered in people.”8 To many preservationists, this idea may be puzzling—preservation has 
always been fundamentally about people and their connections to the past. However, the National Trust 
argues that preservation practice must become more overtly and consciously inclusive of diverse groups 
of people and the deep complexity of the social world. Even if the intention has always been there, the 
language and reframing of position is a clear shift for the organization. 
The document admits to preservation’s present shortcomings in its participation with larger social 
or environmental realms, while putting forth promising avenues for more and better cooperation. Echoing 
a point commonly found in the larger body of literature, the field is no longer in the mid-century urban 
renewal period. The challenges and contexts are different from the 1960s when preservation was first 
formalized into law. The decades of national, state, and local laws that have been put into place since has 
made the preservation field inevitably more integrated with other land use, social, and environmental 
issues. This integration is imperfect, and in many cities preservation agencies do not operate smoothly 
with other actors; however, there are more opportunities and requirements for preservationist to be 
involved in land-use decisions than in previous decades. New challenges of political tension, climate 
change, economic inequality, and neighborhood affordability demand responses from preservationists. 
The National Trust hits upon a central point that while preservation work has long been driven by “the 
impact places have on our spiritual, social, and economic well-being,” the federal infrastructure that 
has built up in regulations and standardized practice “have tended to focus almost entirely on the built 
environment, and especially buildings.”9 Re-centering action on the representation of diverse stories, 
supporting equitable and sustainable communities, and better collaboration are the main tenets to making 
preservation more “people-centered.” 
Other researchers have also addressed changing priorities and language. Stephanie Ryberg-
Webster and Kelly L. Kinahan have tried to establish the character of modern preservation practice. 
Their article “Historic Preservation and Urban Revitalization in the Twenty-First Century” provides a 
8  National Trust for Historic Preservation, “Preservation for People,” 4.
9  National Trust for Historic Preservation.
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comprehensive and instructive literature review of current preservation practices and scholarship.10 The 
literature casts the preservation profession as one necessarily functioning within the framework of urban 
revitalization and urban planning. This intersection is a critical part of modern historic preservation. 
Ryberg-Webster and Kinahan also address how there is a lack of empirical research in the preservation 
field, an issue echoed by other scholars.11 Quantifying the outcomes of historic preservation activity is 
challenging, thereby limiting the number of studies that attempt to do so largely because there are not 
consistent measurements for success nor singular definitions of what constitutes a “successful outcome.” 
With integration of social and environmental goals, preservation has progressed beyond a simple binary 
of saving the building or not. The National Trust has tried to expand their work into more data-reliant 
and empirical studies through their Preservation Green Lab research initiative. Reports like “Older, 
Smaller, Better Measuring: How the Character of Buildings and Blocks Influences Urban Vitality” and 
“The Atlas of ReUrbanism” indicate a trend in research and a new type of framework being established 
to quantify the benefits of historic preservation.12 “Older, Smaller, Better” uses statistical and spatial 
analyses to articulate the relationship between existing buildings and forty economic, social, cultural, and 
environmental metrics in mixed-use and commercial zones. The findings are prescient in demonstrating 
that areas with a mix of old and new buildings have greater density, commercial and residential 
affordability, and diversity of business owners. This report makes constructive steps in quantifying how 
the old building stock of a city provides dense, multi-unit residences that are scaled for affordability and 
historic urban centers can benefit by protecting these buildings. San Francisco served as one case study 
city, and the report found that areas with older buildings and mixed building ages had higher walkability 
and transit access, racial and ethnic diversity, and range of rents. 
Empirical studies about the outcomes of historic preservation action and regulation have largely 
focused on economics. Establishing the economic benefits of preservation has been a key avenue of 
10  Stephanie Ryberg-Webster and Kelly L Kinahan, “Historic Preservation and Urban Revitalization in the Twenty-
First Century,” Journal of Planning Literature 29, no. 2 (2014): 119–39, https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412213510524.
11  Erica Avrami, “Making Historic Preservation Sustainable,” Journal of the American Planning Association 82, no. 
2 (2016): 104–12, https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2015.1126196.
12  Preservation Green Lab, “Older, Smaller, Better Measuring: How the Character of Buildings and Blocks 
Influences Urban Vitality” (Washington D.C., 2014); Preservation Green Lab, “The Atlas of ReUrbanism: Buildings 
and Blocks in American Cities” (Washington D.C., 2016).
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research in recent decades, and property values are often a primary metric.13 Most studies find increased 
property values in relation to historic designation, although there are some inconsistent findings about 
the impact on property values and the influence of rising property values on neighborhood affordability.14 
Consequently, there are mixed findings about the role of historic preservation (in the form of local 
designation) in studies on gentrification and displacement, an immensely complex web of causes and 
effects.15 Despite inconsistencies, the economics-based arguments have been important tools for justifying 
preservation activity, especially in political realms. This framework has also encouraged the development 
of market-based tools and have influenced the ways that preservation success is defined. The growth of 
the federal Historic Tax Credit is testament to the power of financial incentives. Annual reports about the 
use of the credit highlight the benefits to local and national economies from investments in rehabilitation, 
in addition to the subset of housing activity.16 An important question remains whether or not, or to what 
extent, the intangible value of place can be protected through market-based and financial incentive tools. 
Much in the same way that economic development and revitalization was a focus for research and has 
now become a main justification for historic preservation, housing and affordability is the next angle 
being pursued with renewed interest. If economic development eventually leads to affordability concerns, 
it naturally follows that historic preservation is implicated in that aftermath. The focus on housing and 
affordability is also in response to changing social conditions and how to address social associations 
with the built environment. There is growing recognition of the catalytic effect of rehabilitation and 
designation, and what can happen after individual resources are protected.
13  N. Edward Coulson and Robin M. Leichenko, “The Internal and External Impacts of Historical Designation 
on Property Values,” Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 23, no. 1 (2001): 113–24; Randall Mason, 
“Economics and Historic Preservation: A Guide and Review of the Literature” (Washington D.C., 2005); Donovan 
Rypkema, Caroline Cheong, and Randall Mason, “Measuring Economic Impacts of Historic Preservation” 
(Washington D.C., 2011).
14  Donald A. Coffin, “The Impact of Historic Districts on Residential Property Values,” Eastern Econcomic Journal 
15, no. 3 (1989): 221–28; David E. Clark and W.E. Herrin, “Historical Preservation Districts and Home Sales Prices: 
Evidence from the Sacramento Housing Market,” Review of Regional Studies 27, no. 1 (1997): 29–48; Brian J 
McCabe and Ingrid Gould Ellen, “Does Preservation Accelerate Neighborhood Change? Examining the Impact of 
Historic Preservation in New York City,” Journal of the American Planning Association 82, no. 2 (2016): 134–46, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2015.1126195.
15  Lei Ding, Jackelyn Hwang, and Eileen Divringi, “Gentrification and Residential Mobility in Philadelphia” 
(Philadelphia, 2015); Ryberg-Webster and Kinahan, “Historic Preservation and Urban Revitalization in the Twenty-
First Century.”




While most America cities have had tumultuous histories of success and disinvestment, housing 
concerns across the county have taken on a new potency fueled by the recent recession, mortgage and 
foreclosure crisis, and increased migration into urban areas. Housing is a complex realm to address; it 
is simultaneously a broad, somewhat abstract concept to be dealt with on a national scale and a deeply 
personal issue that affects a basic human need for every individual. 
Before launching into current issues, it is useful to address what is meant by “affordable 
housing.” The words are straightforward: residential units that cost a reasonable amount. The simplicity of 
the general concept belies the many different facets of an immensely intricate social and economic issue. 
From a governmental standpoint and in its most formal definition, “affordable housing” is regulated units 
that are governed by income restrictions and subsidized in some manner. Units are intentionally created 
and managed to operate within certain restrictions, and tenants and owners are subject to eligibility 
requirements. Subsidies can be capital subsidies, rent subsidies, or both. Several sub-types of regulated 
affordable housing exist with more specific conditions and intentions. Public housing refers to regulated 
units that are owned and operated by governments or pseudo-governmental entities. At the national level, 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) administers federal public housing 
programs. Local and state housing authorities, such as the New York City Housing Authority, are not 
direct government departments but have been granted specific authority to act in a governmental capacity. 
The role of public housing and housing authorities is dominant still in today’s affordable housing 
landscape. Subsidized housing is another term present in affordable housing literature used to describe 
units that are made affordable through assistance programs, the most well-known of which is the Section 
8 voucher program. Supportive housing is another category that describes affordable units that are paired 
with social services. Supportive housing most often targets formerly or chronically homeless populations 
or residents with specific mental or physical disabilities. Non-subsidized units at below-market rates can 
also be produced through rent control, rent stabilization, and rent regulations at the local level. 
Regulated affordable units and municipal housing strategies rely on one dominant metric: Area 
Median Income, referred to as AMI. The Area Medium Income is calculated annually by the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development.17 AMI varies according to household income and household size. 
17  “Area Median Income,” New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development, accessed January 
6, 2018, http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/renters/what-is-affordable-housing.page. 
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From this number, rental rates for affordable units are determined according to categories of percent of 
AMI. Eligible tenants are divided into income bands that are dictated by percentage of AMI. Affordable 
housing projects can use those AMI income bands to define the groups they serve. For example, a project 
may have units that are affordable to a household earning up to 60% AMI. Only households making 60% 
or less are eligible to occupy the unit. Housing policies can use AMI eligibility requirements to mix the 
types of units in any project and to specifically target income bands. Each city and each housing program 
can have different AMI requirements, but the number is always calculated using the same HUD number. 
A second crucial metric is what rental rate is considered “affordable.” From a policy, legal, 
and widely-accepted perspective, “affordable” is defined as 30% of a household’s annual income.18 In 
housing considerations, rent is inclusive of utility costs. Renters are considered “cost-burdened” if they 
spend more than 30% of their income on rent and “severely cost-burdened” if they spend more than 50% 
of income on rent. Cost-burdened metrics are often used to indicate the needs of a city’s population. 
Whether the 30% rule is actually “affordable” has its own debates.19 Many researchers refer to the 
“H+T Index” as a better measurement. Meaning Housing and Transportation Index, this metric takes 
into account transportation costs, which are typically the second-highest expense for a household. This 
methodology, developed through the Brookings Institution and the Center for Neighborhood Technology, 
defines “affordable” as up to 45% of household income spent on combined housing and transportation 
costs.20 Despite questions about whether 30% is representative of affordability, the federally established 
benchmarks are unlikely to change any time soon.
Recent studies of housing production in the United States and national renter populations 
illustrate trends in some of the factors that contribute to affordability concerns, particularly supply 
and demand dynamics. In 2017, the Joint Center for Housing Studies found that multifamily rental 
construction has increased since 2010 and for the past five years has been higher than single-family 
units, which generally is a positive indication for denser and potentially more affordable units. However, 
most construction was on the higher end of the market, resulting in “diminishing supply of low-cost 
rental housing…fueling ongoing concerns about the market’s ability to meet the housing needs of lower-
18  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “Affordable Housing,” accessed November 15, 2017, 
https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/.
19  PD&R Edge, “Rental Burdens: Rethinking Affordability Measures,” HUD User, U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, 2014, https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr_edge_featd_article_092214.html.
20  Center for Neighborhood Technology, “About the Index,” last updated 2017, accessed February 1, 2018, https://
htaindex.cnt.org/about/#history. 
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income households.”21 The report indicates that new construction trends cannot be relied upon to balance 
affordability, despite the need for low-cost housing. Renter populations are also increasing following the 
economic recession in 2008 and foreclosure crisis, which puts pressure on already limited rental supply. 
Affordable housing in the United States largely concerns the rental market, as lower income households 
are disproportionately renters rather than homeowners.22 Although the number of cost-burdened and 
severely-cost burdened households is beginning to decline, the totals remain much higher than in past 
decades.23 An increasing number of higher-income households entering the rental market also skews the 
perceptions of rent-burden; persistently high levels of rent burden among the lowest income bands are 
still found.24 Housing available for the lowest income brackets is decreasing at high rates and can be the 
most challenging to finance in proposed new housing projects.25 There is also growing awareness of the 
affordability dynamics of the private rental market. The imbalance between need and supply has resulted 
in many low-income families residing in the private rental market where trends cannot as easily be 
tracked as in public housing, Low-Income Housing Tax Credit units, or Section 8 vouchers. The number 
of households that are eligible for assistance outstrips the capacity of existing programs, and certain 
programs and public housing units have specific eligibility requirements (such as histories of arrests 
or evictions) that may exclude some households. Matthew Desmond’s 2016 book Evicted has brought 
nationwide attention to this private market activity through its focus on residents in Milwaukee.26 The 
many types of affordable housing are all necessary but to this point cannot achieve affordability for all 
residents since so many societal factors are involved.
Financial and regulatory issues are primary barriers to affordable housing production, especially 
attempts at new models. Labyrinths of municipal, state, and federal code are involved with any housing 
project, and “streamlining” has become a key objective of governments and advocates alike. The pace of 
code revisions and zoning policies is slower than recognition of need and the production of new models 
21  Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, “The State of the Nation’s Housing” (Cambridge, MA, 
2017), 25–28.
22  Sewin Chan and Gita Khun Jush, “2017 National Rental Housing Landscape: Renting in the Nation’s Largest 
Metros” (New York, 2017).
23  Sarah N. Conde, “Striking a Match in the Historic District: Opposition to Historic Preservation and Responsive 
Community Building” (Georgetown University, 2007).
24  Joint Center for Housing Studies, “The State of the Nation’s Housing.”
25  Chan and Jush, “2017 National Rental Housing Landscape”; Malo Hutson, The Urban Struggle for Economic, 
Environmental and Social Justice: Deepening Their Roots (London; New York: Routledge, 2016).
26  Matthew Desmond, Evicted (New York: Penguin Random House, 2016).
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of housing. A push for Single Room Occupancy buildings and micro-units is presently popular as way to 
produce greater numbers of units, especially in dense cities, but these typologies are often not allowed 
by current code.27 As people push for solutions to the affordability crisis, they are often stymied by 
incompatible code regulations. However, building codes must cautiously evolve to ensure the safety of the 
changes. Potential effects have to be tested and assessed prior to implementation. This is one of the many 
reasons that regulatory barriers are so often indicated; the policies are not built for innovation or testing 
but must include accountability for public safety and quality of life. 
Revisions of zoning requirements are occurring nationwide and similar conclusions about barriers 
are being drawn by both housing and historic preservation advocates. One of the most predominant of 
these is parking requirements. Minimum parking requirements have long been tied to the number of 
units in a building and can impose additional costs that make building redevelopment or the creation of 
affordable housing infeasible. This has been identified as a policy area for elimination or revision by the 
National Trust to incentivize and ease historic or existing building reuse, by housing and finance groups as 
a way to lower the costs of developing affordable housing, and therefore as a possible way to bring more 
private developers into production.28 This is the kind of policy change born out of affordable housing 
advocacy that could have profound connections to historic buildings. Especially in cities, a large portion 
of the housing stock was not built to accommodate cars, if not built before the advent of the automobile. 
Therefore, finding ways to include new parking spaces proportional to the residential units can be 
extremely difficult and costly, especially if the available space is underneath the building and requires 
extensive structural work that can be incredibly invasive. Policy changes of this kind are incremental 
improvements that will aid both increased affordable housing production and building reuse. Defining 
the responsibility of different levels of government to address the affordability crisis is a challenge, but 
it is at the local and state level where there is most power to create real change in the built environment. 
In making incremental changes and preserving policies that produce positive outcomes, these actors can 
mold effective strategies.29
27  Jessica Yager and Erica Stern, “21st Century SROs: Can Small Housing Units Help Meet the Need for Affordable 
Housing in New York City?” (New York, 2018).
28  Preservation Green Lab, “Untapped Potential: Strategies for Revitalization and Reuse About the Partnership” 
(Washington D.C., 2017).
29  Rochelle E. Lento et al., “The Future of Affordable Housing,” Journal of Affordable Housing & Community 
Development Law (American Bar Association, 2011), https://doi.org/10.2307/41429170; Jerilyn Perine and Sarah 
Watson, “Steering the New Course: Housing and Land Use Policy for New York City” (New York, 2014); SPUR 
and San Francisco Architectural Heritage, “Historic Preservation in San Francisco: Making the Preservation Process 
Work for Everyone” (San Francisco, 2013).
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Intersections of affordable housing with historic preservation to this point have generally 
been quantified in economic terms and in research about the federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credits 
(LIHTC). The LIHTC is currently the most widely-used tool for creating affordable housing and will be 
discussed in greater depth. When considering overlaps with the field of historic preservation, the twinning 
of the LIHTC and Historic Tax Credit (HTC) is a major factor. Preservationists widely support and study 
the projects that combine these forces. In recent times of uncertainty about the future of the HTC and 
LIHTC, the National Trust and other groups have staunchly supported the advantageous pairing of the 
credits.30 Arguments for a symbiotic and mutually beneficial relationship of preservation and affordable 
housing dovetail nicely with the economic benefits discussions of preservation. The combination of 
LIHTC/HTC is a way to incentivize historic preservation in connection with the broad social need 
of affordable housing. Mutual benefit can come from cases of adaptive reuse and the creation of new 
affordable units in old buildings, which are not limited to the use of tax credits. The Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation, a federal-level advisory group, has made a clear statement that “reconciling” 
historic preservation and affordable housing is necessary and that their larger societal goals are very 
compatible.31 Although this is not a policy-making body, their guidelines pertain to federal-level 
compliance with Section 106 review and acknowledge the potential preservation trade-offs to advance 
affordable housing. They establish that rehabilitating historic buildings for affordable housing “is a sound 
historic preservation strategy.”32 Opportunities for historic preservation to support affordable housing 
have been recognized by other preservation proponents and provide a useful counter to charges of elitism 
or irrelevance in modern society.33 Contrary to this optimistic view of preservation and affordability 
working together, other studies looking at neighborhood vulnerability have identified historic designation 
or the presence of old buildings as threats. In the San Francisco Bay Area, the Urban Displacement 
Project spearheaded by the University of California at Berkeley and Los Angeles uses the amount of 
historic housing stock (defined as built before 1950, not specific to any type of designation or regulation) 
30  National Trust for Historic Preservation, “HTC Affordable Housing Let. 8-15-17.pdf” (National Trust for Historic 
Preservation, 2017), http://forum.savingplaces.org/viewdocument/htc-affordable-housing-letter.
31  Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, “ACHP Policy Statement on Affordable Housing and Historic 
Preservation” (Washington D.C., 2006).
32  Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, “ACHP Policy Statement.”
33  David Listokin and Barbara Listokin, “Historic Preservation and Affordable Housing: Leveraging Old 
Resources for New Opportunities,” Housing Facts & Findings 3, no. 2 (2001): 6–15; Donovan Rypkema, “Historic 
Preservation and Affordable Housing: The Missed Connection” (Washington D.C., 2002).
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as one of four risk factors that could signal potential gentrification and displacement of existing residents. 
The other factors were fixed rail stations, employment centers, and increased real estate activity.34 
Echoing the findings of property value studies noted previously and continued in studies about land use 
regulation below, there are mixed findings on the benefits or threats presented by historic preservation.
Contradictory Discourses 
Reviewing recent research on overlaps between preservation, land-use regulation as a whole, 
and housing reveals both increasing interest in the subject and the need for more data to better quantify 
what is occurring. Research findings present contradictions and two key areas of disagreement about 
regulation. The literature tends to divide into two camps: regulation as a perpetuator of negative 
impacts and regulation as a tool for community participation and agency. The variable interpretations 
of findings can serve disparate goals and support widely different points of view about preservation’s 
impact. These ideological conflicts frame the complexity of the world in which real projects get built. 
Contradictory findings frustrate attempts to discern what is “right” or “true”; rather, both conditions are 
possible and a preservation project could go either way. The problem faced by this analysis, looking for 
threads of cooperation between preservation and affordable housing, is how to recognize and work with 
shortcomings in the data and literature. Documenting past practice is not a common action for either 
affordable housing or historic preservation practitioners and is hard to achieve on a large scale. While 
contrasting interpretations may never be resolved, an empirical approach to individual case studies paired 
with a critical analysis of the processes and outcomes helps to concretize the debate. It is incumbent 
upon the preservation field to continue to address criticisms and be willing to change its own practice in 
response to emerging evidence.
Negative Effects of Regulation
There is a growing body of research finding negative and exclusionary effects of land use 
regulation, which includes historic preservation regulation. Although designation is not the only action 
available to the historic preservation field, it is still the primary mechanism through which preservation 
34  University of California at Berkeley and University of California at Los Angeles, “The Urban Displacement 
Project,” (Berkeley, CA, 2017), http://www.urbandisplacement.org/research.
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regulation is achieved and its most commonly-studied tool.35 Looking at the New York City context 
specifically, Ingrid Gould Ellen and Brian McCabe at New York University’s Furman Center have studied 
local historic districts and the effects of designation.36 Their main findings can be summarized as: a high 
percentage of Manhattan lots are regulated; residents were more likely to be white, have higher incomes 
and levels of education; that districts had higher proportions of market rate rental units; equal density 
(using built FAR) in historic districts and adjacent areas; and fewer new buildings constructed in historic 
districts yet equal numbers of alteration permits. Looking at the affordability of the rental market also 
showed that very few multifamily rental units were public housing units and privately-owned income-
restricted units were also low. Rent-regulated rental units were far more prevalent within historic districts 
than the previous two types, and only slightly less common than in unregulated areas. Multifamily 
rental units were also no more likely to exit regulation than in unregulated areas. The concrete numbers 
used in the study present a practical way to characterize New York City historic districts, although the 
authors do not claim to interpret district designation as the cause of all the investigated differences. In 
contrast, a later study by the same authors does look at designation as a cause.37 They focused on changes 
in racial composition and socioeconomic status in New York City neighborhoods following historic 
district designation. Rather than looking at property values, the authors sought to quantify other aspects 
of change to neighborhood composition. They found little change in racial composition but an increase 
in socioeconomic status. The authors conclude that preservation therefore can contribute to increased 
economic activity or revitalization, but risk making the neighborhood less affordable. 
Using a wider lens across the US, authors Emily Talen, Sunny Menozzi, and Chloe Schaefer 
critically examine the American Planning Association’s “Great Neighborhoods” designation through the 
lenses of changing affordability and social diversity. The “Great Neighborhoods” are intended to indicate 
the best neighborhood design elements from an urban planning perspective, and historic districts are 
factored in as a positive element. The authors found through their census and data analysis that these 
neighborhoods were not able to “buck the trend that desirable physical qualities lead correspondingly 
35  Schuster and de Monchaux, “Five Things to Do”; Stipe, A Richer Heritage.
36  Ingrid Gould Ellen, Brian J McCabe, and Eric Edward Stern, “Fifty Years of Historic Preservation in New York 
City: Fact Brief” (New York, 2016).
37  McCabe and Ellen, “Does Preservation Accelerate Neighborhood Change?”
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to lack of affordability and social diversity.”38 The authors make several suggestions for change and 
discuss how there are a wide variety of strategies and policies in action attempting to reconcile quality 
neighborhoods and affordability; however, this variety is both a signal of good momentum and lack of 
clear best practices. Like the Furman Center recommendations, this article recommends that planners 
and local government attempt to preserve the valuable and desirable aspects of a neighborhood while 
preventing displacement of existing residents—although reviewing the literature suggests few practical 
suggestions for how. 
A common theme within this literature about negative effects is the fundamental economics 
of supply and demand. Essentially, regulation limits supply, which drives up demand and lowers 
affordability.39 Author John Mangin particularly addresses the use of land use restrictions in urban 
contexts and frames many of these strategies as new exclusionary practices that exacerbate the problem 
of affordability.40 He is very much of the opinion that housing advocates (broadly defined) often employ 
strategies that are counterproductive, preventing development in low-income neighborhoods. Historic 
preservation is addressed along with environmental review, multi-level approvals processes, wealthy 
neighborhoods blocking new developments of many kinds, and other community input or participation 
mechanisms as policies that raise the cost of development or derail projects, leading to rises in the cost 
of housing. The author characterizes different city markets as high or low “elasticity” to encapsulate 
the flexibility of cities to respond (or not) to increased demand. The article also succinctly discusses 
how the legacies of exclusion from the urban renewal era are still being felt today, and reflexively anti-
development strategies are sometimes inherited from this time. Residuals from the urban renewal era 
are felt in policies and community action strategies, as well as a desire to steer away from aesthetics and 
contemporary projects that feel like echoes of previous unpopular and unsuccessful housing projects.41 
Mangin ultimately proposes that small policy tweaks will over time erode the exclusionary policies. His 
opposition to public comment runs counter to the use of regulation as a participatory tool for communities 
and has evident social justice implications. 
38  Emily Talen, Sunny Menozzi, and Chloe Schaefer, “What Is a ‘Great Neighborhood’? An Analysis of APA’s Top-
Rated Places,” Journal of the American Planning Association 81, no. 2 (2015): 122, https://doi.org/10.1080/0194436
3.2015.1067573.
39  Talen, Menozzi, and Schaefer, “What Is a ‘Great Neighborhood’?”; Edward Glaeser, Triumph of the City (New 
York: Penguin Press, 2011).
40  John Mangin, “The New Exclusionary Zoning,” Stanford Law & Policy Review 25, no. 1 (2014): 91–120.
41  Lento et al., “The Future of Affordable Housing.”
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A recent report from the Urban Land Institute also focuses on recommended changes to local land 
use policy. Using various case studies across the United States, the authors looked at local policies that 
impede affordable housing projects.42 Regulatory requirements on housing projects can create roadblocks. 
One overall conclusion made in the report is to increase the state government’s role in cooperating with 
local needs while streamlining results. In their view, the essential problem of supply and demand is 
hampered by local regulation. This article is relevant as an additional voice arguing for local regulation’s 
negative impact on affordable housing, though with a focus on state government agency. California 
presents a case study for housing supply and production. Yearly averages of housing production are low 
throughout the whole state, and the shortages are felt particularly in urban metropolitan areas. Several 
new pieces of state legislation aim precisely to streamline housing production to improve this deficit and 
increase the state’s role in local planning and permitting decisions. In California, every city and county 
needs to have a general plan that includes a housing element and should bear a “fair share” of housing 
responsibility. Some cities may have separate historic preservation elements while others are included 
with housing. Other issues pulled out in this report from across the country are restrictions on accessory 
dwelling units and parking requirements, which are small steps commonly identified to lower the costs 
of housing projects, therefore increasing the potential for them to be affordable. All of these aspects of 
regulation are seen to have negative impacts. Studies regarding the California Environmental Quality Act, 
a state-wide law for environmental review of proposed projects, have come up with mixed results as to 
the time and cost implications that additional regulation has on housing projects.43
Regulation as a Tool for Community Agency
There is also a body of scholarly work philosophically opposed to the negative impacts literature. 
These works center around the idea that the power of historic preservation lies in its community-building 
capacity. Here, regulation is a method of community and self-determination, running contrary to the 
literature calling for lessening the power of regulation. Local land use regulations are important and 
useful tools for communities to exercise control over their environment. This strategy was discussed 
42  Stockton Williams, Lisa Sturtevant, and Rosemarie Hepner, “Yes in My Backyard: How States and Local 
Communities Can Find Common Ground in Expanding Housing Choice and Opportunity” (Washington D.C., 2017).
43  Jennifer Hernandez, David Freidman, and Stephanie DeHerrera, “In the Name of the Environment” (Los Angeles, 
2015); SPUR and San Francisco Architectural Heritage, “Historic Preservation in San Francisco: Making the 
Preservation Process Work for Everyone”; Janet Smith-Heimer et al., “CEQA in the 21st Century: Environmental 
Quality, Economic Prosperity, and Sustainable Development in California” (San Francisco, 2016).
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decades ago by Carol Rose, whose paper is still widely and often cited. Rose discusses historic 
preservation as a tool for community-building and maintains that defining the underlying theory and 
rationale for historic preservation is necessary to make preservation laws at all levels effective.44 The 
paper looks to define ways in which modern preservation law by the 1980s serves the public well-being. 
Rose puts forth that the emerging rationale (implicit in legislation and lawsuit decisions) is that the main 
function of preservation is to strengthen community bonds and local organization. 
Rose also addresses displacement as a problem that arises in the interpretation and formation of 
preservation law. She writes, “The displacement of low-income residents…may be the albatross of the 
modern historic preservation movement.”45 If historic preservation practice is grounded a community-
building rationale, it enters into the larger social context and may have to give way to other priorities. 
Rose argues that historic districting can be motivated by political and economic interests, which extend 
the designation rationale beyond mere aesthetic concerns and complicates the legal foundations of 
regulation. She articulates the uncertain relationship between historic districting and rising property 
values, and how rising rents can fragment existing low-income neighborhoods. A main problem is the 
imposition of district designations without consultation with the people actually living in the district; 
historic district nominations that initiate from within the community may better mitigate negative 
effects.46 For Rose, the procedural process of preservation regulation is the vehicle for community self-
definition, and that the process can be equally as important as the outcome. This idea tracks with broader 
and contemporary thoughts about the value of preservation being a conversation rather than an end in and 
of itself.
Carrying the ideas of Carol Rose, other studies have looked at contexts where local communities 
opposed traditional historic designation using regulation as a tool for self-determination. Sarah Conde 
examines these ideas through instances where communities opposed historic district designation.47 
Focused on neighborhoods in Washington D.C., Conde engages with debates about value ascribed to 
place and collective action by local communities to preserve affordability and fight displacement. The 
author maintains that the “credibility” of preservation practice hinges on both supportive and critical 
44  Carol M. Rose, “Preservation and Community: New Directions in the Law of Historic Preservation,” Stanford 
Law Review 33, no. 3 (1981): 473–534, https://doi.org/10.2307/1228356.
45  Rose, “Preservation and Community,” 478.
46  Rose, “Preservation and Community,” 516.
47  Conde, “Striking a Match in the Historic District: Opposition to Historic Preservation and Responsive Community 
Building.”
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community input, and that preservation laws are part of a tactical arsenal for neighborhood residents 
to control change in their environments. In her case studies, Conde notes how the perceptions of a 
connection between designation, gentrification, and loss of affordability were influential factors. These 
ideas are pertinent beyond just a historic preservation context; urban planner Malo Hutson uses several 
case studies from across the United States to argue that local communities are increasingly using land use 
regulations as tools for community agency.48 He looks at The Mission district in San Francisco, which 
has historically been home to a large Latino population and is now one of the most contested areas of 
displacement. Although Hutson does not discuss historic preservation or district designation directly in 
his cases, some of the tools that he describes are forms of preservation regulation. In San Francisco, the 
local community group spearheading the protest of proposed new development worked with the city 
to establish a special use cultural district. This involved many of the same procedural steps as district 
designation, including the creation of a Historic Context Statement and a survey of the buildings, 
businesses, and street art within the neighborhood that connected with this specific, threatened history.
In a study in Los Angeles, Emily Milder looks specifically at situations in Los Angeles where 
affordable housing advocates have partnered with historic preservation groups to retain rent-stabilized 
units and their residents. She argues that these fields can be mutually supportive and that often their goals 
align, and that saving historic rent-stabilized units can be a targeted strategy for both groups.49 In several 
instances, local designation and the utilization of the traditional historic preservation toolbox worked in 
favor of retaining affordability and existing residents. However, the author admits that there are many 
situations where the groups do no align or cannot cooperate as easily. Usually the trade-offs or different 
sides of a proposed project are not clear-cut, and preservationists and housing advocates can also be in 
opposition. 
When cast as tools for community cohesion and agency, land use regulations take on a very 
different character than when described by other urban economists and researchers. These two bodies 
of literature repeatedly bring about the paradox of lessening regulation to streamline affordable housing 
supply and the use of preservation-related regulation to support community definition. The literature 
demands, but does not always satisfactorily answer, the question of what the proper balance or path 
48  Hutson, The Urban Struggle for Economic, Environmental and Social Justice: Deepening Their Roots.
49  Emily Milder, “Historically Affordable : How Historic Preservationists and Affordable Housing Advocates 
Can Work Together to Prevent the Demolition of Rent-Stabilized Housing in Los Angeles,” Journal of Affordable 
Housing & Community Development Law 25, no. 1 (2016): 103–31.
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forward will be. Conflicting ideas about motive is a key challenge for the historic preservation and 
affordable housing fields—perceived “blockings” or delays of housing projects can occur out of self-
interest or genuine desire for community good. This contrast is part of the reason why preservation 
and affordable housing can be seen as operating in opposition to each other. Increased regulation and 
“slowing down” processes are often put in place when new developments are proposed. Calls for more 
time to consider project impacts can reflect a communal anxiety about the rapid pace of construction and 
need to mitigate possible neighborhood change. Yet this reactionary move runs contrary to many of the 
above-mentioned arguments about the effects of restricted supply. There is a chance that the unintended 
consequences are negative impacts to long-term overall affordability. 
Available Tools 
Neither historic preservation nor affordable housing would have progressed very far without 
the development of effective tools for implementing their objectives. Existing tools that have emerged 
for each field have facilitated much of the overlap between preservation and housing, and a thorough 
understanding of their capacities and drawbacks is necessary to understand the realities of how projects 
get done. These tools and regulations define the “rules of the game” and dictate many of the processes and 
decisions that are made in practice. 
The notion of a preservation toolbox has developed in concert with preservation organizations 
and more professionalized and formal regulatory apparatus. Indeed, many scholars and practitioners 
in various fields use language of a “toolbox” or an “arsenal” in describing how action is encouraged or 
shaped. In the preservation context, a key text on this subject has been Preserving the Built Heritage: 
Tools for Implementation (1997). In their introductory chapter, authors John de Monchaux and J. Mark 
Schuster put forth five available tools of governmental action. Their framework is widely accepted 
and hits upon generally understood descriptions of a government’s power. The tools readily adapt 
to other actors beyond the preservation context. These are the implementation tools at the disposal 
of governments, and governments, developers, or individual actors have used those tools in varying 
combinations in overlapping historic preservation and affordable housing projects. The five tools 
outlined, in decreasing magnitude of intervention, are: ownership and operation; regulation; incentives 
24
and disincentives; establishment, allocation, and enforcement of property rights; and information.50 The 
combination and individual use of tools can bring about differing outcomes from policy. 
An ownership and operation approach characterized much early preservation activity, but the 
number and scope of historic resources outstripped the government’s capacity and interest. This tool is 
based on the power of individual property rights in the United States and gives ultimate control of the 
resource to the owner. Regulation is the most pervasive governmental tool, allowing entities to set out 
the parameters for allowable action on resources. For preservation, regulations created at the local level 
are the most powerful in deciding what owners can or cannot do. Incentives and disincentives try to 
encourage certain desired activities, but often come with some kind of accompanying regulation. The 
property rights category includes tools such as transfer of development rights and preservation easements. 
These tools permanently alter the property rights of buildings and parcels but have (usually financial) 
incentive components that make them desirable. Merging of zoning lots and aggregating adjoining 
parcels to create more development potential is a common tactic. This trend is seen in redeveloping 
neighborhoods and can make existing buildings vulnerable to demolition. Transfer of air rights is 
an effective tool in a limited number of situations and, although well-known, does not always have 
widespread use or applicability. In dense urban contexts with development demand like New York City 
and San Francisco, this tool can be desirable and produce lucrative deals that create funding for building 
rehabilitations. The final category, information, is the most informal where the government can provide 
resources or educational material about preservation activity and the types of action that it would like to 
encourage. All five of these types of tools come into play for both preservation and housing.
Historic Tax Credits and Low-Income Housing Tax Credits
The Historic Tax Credits and the Low-Income Housing Tax Credits are arguably the most 
influential tools for preservation and affordable housing activity. Each program has been immensely 
successful and has resulted in millions of affordable units and rehabilitated historic structures, and billions 
of dollars of investment. Most importantly, the credits can be combined. The twinning of these two 
programs has fostered the connection between preservation and affordable housing and has driven work 
in this directions since the programs’ inceptions.
50  Schuster and de Monchaux, “Five Things to Do.”
The federal Historic Tax Credit is a crucial incentive for the rehabilitation of historic structures 
and possibly the most effective mechanism in spurring preservation activity. First introduced in 1976 and 
in its current form since 1986, the Historic Tax Credit (HTC) program has undergone many alterations 
and threats. The HTC functions as an indirect government subsidy for substantial rehabilitation of historic 
properties. Project involving buildings that are listed on the National Register, determined eligible for 
listing on the National Register, or contributors to a listed historic district are eligible to apply for the 
credit. Buildings can apply for a preliminary determination of significance as part of beginning the HTC 
process. Decisions regarding eligibility and project review are handled by the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) with final approval by the National Park Service (NPS) staff.51 The credit operates by 
allowing an income tax credit on 20% of the qualified rehabilitation expenses for the project.52 A 10% 
credit was available for non-residential buildings constructed prior to 1936 (regardless of designation), 
however this credit was repealed in December 2017.53 The credit applies to income-producing properties. 
The intention was to direct investment towards commercial and rental residential buildings rather than 
single-family owner-occupied homes. As an incentive, the HTC works as a method for project investors 
to offset their own taxes or as a method to raise up-front capital for projects. In situations where the 
building owner does not have a tax liability or cannot use the full credit amount, the tax credits can be 
sold or syndicated to other investors. Often, limited liability companies will be formed to syndicate the 
credits and spread them between multiple investors. Large banks and corporate institutions are often 
major purchasers of the tax credits. HTCs can also be combined with other federal tax credits such as 
the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit, New Markets Tax Credits, and Solar Credits or financing tools like 
Community Development Block Grants. Some states have created state historic tax credit programs that 
can “piggyback” on the federal credit to increase the value of the credits. In some cases, such as New 
York state, it can result in up to 40% of the rehabilitation expenses.
The HTC program is not solely an incentive. Use of the tax credit triggers regulatory restrictions 
and requirements that can act as barriers to development. The three-part application adds time and cost 
to project development and adds additional review bodies that can impact project design. Projects must 
comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, a central document to historic 
51  Specifically, the Technical Preservation Services office administers the program within the National Park Service. 
52  The qualified rehabilitation expenditures are determined and defined by the Internal Revenue Service.
53  Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, An Act to provide for reconciliation pursuant to titles II and V of the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2018, Pub. Law No. 115-97, §13402 (2017).
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building reuse that is not without its own limitations. The Standards were originally developed as a tool 
to gauge compliance with the new tax incentive tools, but they have become a widely-used document 
for design review at all levels of government and to guide treatments of historic properties. While the 
Standards allow for flexibility, possibility of compliance can vary on the interpretation of the SHPO and 
NPS, the programmatic requirements of the project, and the nature of the existing building. The SHPO 
serves as an advisor to the project client and a go-between with NPS. Though the SHPOs play a more 
active role in reuse projects and serve as the formal “face” of official preservation, they do not have 
the ultimate decision-making power. NPS officers can sometimes be more conservative than SHPOs in 
allowable changes or scope, which is a negotiation that is often forgotten with the blame for inflexibility 
cast upon the SHPO.54 If state historic tax credits are involved, additional restrictions and requirements 
may be present. For example, New York State’s credit can only be used in eligible census tracts where 
median family income is at or below the state’s family median income derived from U.S. Census data. 
This requirement targets specific areas and funnels preservation activity into lower income areas. While 
the credits are restricted to these geographic areas, they are not restricted to lower-income property 
owners, and this is an area for further research into whether or not the credits accelerate any displacement 
or gentrification trends.55
The most recent NPS statistical report on the Historic Tax Credit from 2016 stated that the 
number of rehabilitated and new housing units were at a record high.56 In 2016, a total of 6,572 units 
were rehabilitated and 14,567 new units were created, half of which were low- and moderate-income 
units (7,181). According to NPS data since the credit’s inception, 271,174 housing units have been 
rehabilitated, 277,831 new units created with 153,255 affordable units. Overall, 55% of new housing units 
have been for low- and moderate-income residents. Over the past ten years, each year the percentage of 
affordable units to total number of housing units (new and rehabbed) has ranged from 28% to 49% with 
an average of 37%. 57 In the recently available 2017 data, 7,096 housing units were rehabilitated and 
12,102 new units created. Low- and moderate-income units totals 6,803.58
54  Cas Stachelberg (Higgins and Quasebarth), in conversation with author, March 8, 2018.
55  Chris Cirillo (Ascendant Neighborhood Development Corporation), in conversation with author, April 23, 2018.
56  National Park Service, “Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings: Statistical Report and 
Analysis for Fiscal Year 2016” (Washington D.C., 2017).
57  National Park Service, 13.
58  National Park Service, “Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings Annual Report for Fiscal 
Year 2017,” (Washington D.C., 2017), 2.
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These numbers represent only the projects that have successfully been certified and therefore 
only a portion of the picture, yet they illustrate that the HTC has become a useful tool for housing 
rehabilitation and production, and that historic buildings across the country have provided useful space 
for housing. This point is often overlooked. A range of other federal, state, and local incentives and 
funding resources have been used in past projects, and 21% of the self-reporting projects also used the 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits and 21% used funding from other HUD programs.
Despite the complexity, the HTC program has proven to be a popular tool for preservation 
activity. It has shown be an effective method of engaging the private market and boosting investment 
in historic rehabilitations. The NPS conducts annual reports of the use of the credit and its estimated 
economic impact. In December 2016, a report was published on internal review of the program to better 
understand how the tools can aid “urban and economically depressed areas.” The report partially stemmed 
from previous findings that approximately 60% of HTC projects occurred in areas at or below 80% 
AMI.59 Housing as a primary use for HTC projects is trending upwards from 47% in 2012 up to 57% 
in 2016.60 Because of the restrictions on the credit for income-producing properties, these projects are 
naturally multi-family rentals. 
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit is widely acknowledged to be the most productive and 
“most important resource for creating affordable housing in the United States today.”61 The credit was 
introduced in 1986, in the same Tax Reform Act that brought about the current iteration of the HTC. 
The program has undergone numerous adjustments, incremental extensions, and expansions over its 30+ 
year history. The program’s effectiveness has long been recognized and targeted expansions to the credit, 
in allocation authority and amount, have also been part of disaster relief bills and economic recovery 
plans in the 2008 budget and onwards.62 The LIHTC program itself became permanent in 1993 under the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act.63 A National Association of Home Builders report from November 
59  National Park Service, “Final Report on the Implementation of Program Review Recommendations and Action 
Plan,” (Washington D.C., 2016), 1.
60  In case of mixed-use buildings, the primary use is reported.
61  “Low-Income Housing Tax Credits,” U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, last revised July 10, 
2017, https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/lihtc.html.
62  Novogradac & Company, “Celebrating Low Income Housing Tax Credits 30th Anniversary,” accessed January 
25, 2018, https://www.novoco.com/notes-from-novogradac/celebrating-low-income-housing-tax-credits-30th-
anniversary.
63  “Low-Income Housing Tax Credits: Affordable Housing Investment Opportunities for Banks,” Community 
Development Insights, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (Washington D.C., 2014), footnote 2.
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2015 claimed that “approximately 13.3 million people resided in homes financed by the LIHTC from 
1987 through 2013,” as well as creation of jobs, billions of local income and tax revenue.64 According 
to HUD’s tracking of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit use (up to 2014), California and New York are 
the two most productive states in the country. Each state had over 3,000 projects placed into service by 
2014.65 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits operate similarly to Historic Tax Credits. There are two levels 
of credits: 9% and 4%. The 4% minimum credit was generally used to finance acquisition of existing 
property. The 9% credit allows for greater capital and can fund more of the project. Credits are allocated 
to each state, and then dispersed by the state to a range of applicants. The tenant eligibility requirements 
are also governed by AMI. LIHTCs can be syndicated in the same way as HTCs and are employed in 
a similar way to raise equity and up-front capital for projects. LIHTC credits require that units remain 
affordable for 30 years. Contrary to systems or programs that designate permanent affordability, units 
within the LIHTC program can age out of affordability. Most projects refinance and remain within 
the pool of affordable units, but there is no guarantee. Units can be lost through conversion to market-
rate rentals, condominium or co-op ownership models, or building demolition. This threat is present 
throughout affordable housing and is not limited to the LIHTC. The IRS monitors project compliance 
and can recapture claimed credits from the first 10 years if the project is not keeping up the requisite 
standards. The 15-year mark is crucial for LIHTC projects; after that point, there is no IRS penalty and 
investors typically begin to exit between years 15 and 30.66 Therefore, strategic and flexible financing is 
necessary for long-term affordability. The impermanence of affordable units is a pervasive issue for cities 
and expiring financing is a continuous issue. 
In order to qualify for the credit, at least 40% of the units must serve residents earning 60% AMI 
or less (known as the 40/60 test) or 20% for renters earning 50% AMI or less (the 20/50 test). These are of 
course minimum values and can be exceeded. Nationally, a vast amount of the residents in LIHTC units 
are at or below 30% AMI, classified as “extremely low-income”; only 6% of residents are at 60% AMI 
or above.67 Because the credit applies only to affordable units, it incentivizes 100% affordable projects. 
64  Novogradac & Company, “Celebrating Low Income Housing Tax Credits 30th Anniversary.”
65  “Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Properties.” Available from HUD Open Data and ArcGIS viewer. State-defined 
project ID NY9802001. Data coverage through 2014, last edited June 6, 2017. Accessed February 9, 2018. 
66  “Low-Income Housing Tax Credits,” Community Development Insights, 14.
67  Novogradac & Company, “LIHTC By The Numbers,” accessed January 25, 2018, https://www.novoco.com/
atom/144136. 
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However, it can become increasingly more difficult to finance or expect profits when the number of 
affordable units goes up because of the decreased opportunities to recoup costs in future rents. 
The call for tax incentive programs originated earlier than the enabling legislation in the 
1970s and 80s. The 1966 publication that informed the National Historic Preservation Act, With 
Heritage So Rich, proposed tax credits and matching grant funds to encourage private actors to be 
involved with preservation.68 The document anticipated the need for methods to save historic properties 
that went beyond governmental ownership and operation. The formal codification of the tax credit 
program followed in later years and proved to be an effective way to transfer preservation and housing 
responsibility. Over recent decades, the government has chosen less and less to own and operate buildings 
and has been turning to other incentives, property rights, and regulation tools. This trend is present across 
most industries and has been evident since the 1980s. As the federal government began to scale back its 
direct involvement with housing production, ownership, and management, it developed tax incentives 
and other tools to get the private market involved and make up the difference. Large national banks have 
become important private market players with the LIHTC and HTC programs and are usually the primary 
investors. Banks act as both investors and lenders providing project financing.69 The 1977 Community 
Reinvestment Act (CRA) mandated that banks make local investments and the LIHTC has become a 
main way that banks can fulfill their CRA obligations with a known and relatively low-risk investment. 
Recently, loans and investments for HTC projects that produce affordable housing, community services, 
or small businesses in low- to moderate-income areas have been accepted as meeting the law’s definition 
of community development and therefore also fulfill CRA obligations.70
The role of financing tools is becoming more important as responsibility shifts to the private 
market. Complex financing structures are now integrally part of almost every type of construction 
project, not just historic or housing projects. Construction costs have risen, driven by the prices for labor, 
materials, and land, and the financing packages that enable construction draw on many different sources 
and strategies. Loans, grants, and up-front capital must be assembled from many different funding 
sources, adding a layer of intricacy to any project. Keeping development and construction costs low can 
directly correspond to a housing developer’s ability to provide affordable units. Rent revenues are not 
68  Stipe, A Richer Heritage, 67–74.
69  “Low-Income Housing Tax Credits,” Community Development Insights, 6.
70  Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, “Final Revisions to Interagency Questions and Answers Regarding 
Community Reinvestment” (Department of the Treasury, 2016), 16–17.
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high enough to recoup construction costs, elevating the need to find low-cost or low-interest sources to 
maintain affordability over many decades. This is a key reason why developing affordable housing is 
difficult – it simply does not (and arguably should not be expected to) generate the same amount of profit 
as market rate or luxury housing. It seems reasonable that many affordable housing projects and city 
policies have trended towards mixed income models. Market-rate apartments can offset the costs of the 
affordable units, effectively serving as a subsidy. 
These significant tax credit systems are necessarily subject to political fluctuations and alteration 
from the federal government. It is critical to remember that these tools are not guaranteed, either in 
existence or in the amount of capital they can raise for a project. Because they have now been in existence 
for several decades and have quickly risen to such prominence and ubiquity across the nation’s affordable 
housing, it is easy to take them for granted. The most recent tax reform bill, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act 
passed in December 2017, poses a threat to the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program. As with any 
large complex and interconnecting system, changes to some elements of the federal tax code have rippling 
repercussions to other programs. An analysis from Novogradac & Company, a prominent affordable 
housing accounting group based in San Francisco, predicted that rental housing production through the 
LIHTC program would decrease dramatically in the next decade because of two main changes that reduce 
the value and use of the credit: the lower corporate tax rate (from 35% to 21%) and changes to private 
activity bonds.71 With a lower tax rate, large companies will have less desire to purchase credits. Less 
demand leads to a drop in the value of the credits, and consequently the amount of money that can be 
raised to provide a project with up-front capital. Because the 4% LIHTC is closely tied to use of tax-
exempt private activity bonds, changes to private activity bonds will likely impact this feature the most. 
As it relates to existing properties, the 4% credit represents about 30% of the qualified costs of acquisition 
and substantial rehabilitation.72 These changes can leave housing developers, cities, and project teams 
with significant gaps in their project financing. 
The Historic Tax Credit is also subject to these fluctuations and may experience the same decrease 
in value. The 20% credit remains intact, and the historic credits tended to be slightly cheaper than housing 
credits on the syndication market. It is possible then that Historic Tax Credits could become an even more 
71  Michael Novogradac, “Final Tax Reform Bill Would Reduce Affordable Rental Housing Production by Nearly 
235,000 Homes,” Novogradac & Company (December 19, 2017), https://www.novoco.com/notes-from-novogradac/
final-tax-reform-bill-would-reduce-affordable-rental-housing-production-nearly-235000-homes. 
72  “Low-Income Housing Tax Credits,” Community Development Insights, 11. 
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valuable asset for affordable housing projects to make up the difference from lost LIHTCs. Because of 
these high-profile recent changes, it may be that future projects become less reliant on tax credits and seek 
out new tools instead to achieve historic preservation, affordable housing, or both. While the programs 
exist, they will be used. However, they are likely to need supplementation from other new sources. 
While predictions about the long-term impacts of the new tax system are still speculative, there 
was early evidence of declining value purely on the expectation of changes. Ongoing projects have 
lost expected funding from the decreasing market of the credits, causing local governments to step in. 
For example, Kate Harley, director of San Francisco’s Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
Development, estimated that “the lower corporate tax rate had increased the cost of building affordable 
housing in the city by roughly $50,000 per unit. That adds up to a lot of multimillion-dollar leaks 
and there is less money to build the units we want to build.”73 In response to these already apparent 
repercussions, the federal spending bill approved in late March 2018 temporarily increased LIHTC state 
credit allocation by 12.5% to offset the lower value of the credits and allows income averaging as a new 
way to meet credit requirements. Income averaging creates a greater range of income limits, as long as 
the building’s average does not exceed 60% AMI; the upper income limit has been raised to 80% AMI to 
incentive the inclusion of units available at limits as low as 20% AMI.74
It can require some mental gymnastics to translate the slight changes in federal tax policy into 
large-scale implications for historic preservation and housing and the fluctuations it causes to readily 
available, up-front amounts of capital. Creating the financing structure to sell credits and raise project 
capital can require sophisticated financing knowledge in addition to knowledgeable and experienced 
people. While this may seem far away from traditional preservation concerns, the field cannot 
successfully operate outside of these financial realities. It behooves preservationists to be well-versed in 
the financial variations that impact the field and simultaneously see tools that can be leveraged to their 
advantage and align with their missions. 
Tax credits are by no means the only tools or incentives available to historic preservation and 
affordable housing, though they are dominant in the field. Exercising their regulatory power, some 
73  Conor Dougherty, “Tax Overhaul Is a Blow to Affordable Housing Efforts,” New York Times A1 (January 19, 
2018). 
74  Mark Shelburne and Thomas Stagg, “Implementation of LIHTC Income Averaging,” Novogradac & Company, 
accessed April 3, 2018, https://www.novoco.com/notes-from-novogradac/implementation-lihtc-income-averaging; 
New York Housing Conference, “Omnibus = Reinvestment in HUD Funding and LIHTC Policy Improvements,” 
2018, http://thenyhc.org/2018/03/21/omnibusreinvestment-hud-funding-lihtc-policy-improvements/.
32
city governments have instituted inclusionary housing mandates. Some programs can be voluntary 
(often paired with some kind of density bonus) or mandatory. Both New York and San Francisco have 
mandatory inclusionary housing requirements. Inclusionary housing targets new housing developments 
or large-scale redevelopment. Projects over a certain number of units are required to provide a specific 
percentage of the total number of units at affordable rates. Each local law has its own requirements for 
how many units, how and where those units can be provided, and which AMI income bands are eligible. 
Inclusionary housing programs are another method of shifting production responsibility to the private 
market, and the percentage and income requirements are carefully calibrated to attempt to reach what the 
market will support. There is a fine line between what private developers will be willing to include and 
what requirements will make projects financially infeasible and undesirable.
Community land trusts are also a resurgent tool as a counter to mainstream market forces. In the 
United States, land trusts typically establish partnerships with local governments in order to collectively 
acquire property and maintain affordability at neighborhood scales. Community land trusts protect 
affordability by separating the ownership of land from that of the buildings; the land is owned collectively 
while the buildings are owned individually, keeping costs low and giving the community the first right 
to repurchase the houses. This model has been involved in affordable housings movements for decades 
and there is a new body of research revisiting and promoting the efficacy of this approach. There is also 
an increasing trend of governments partnering with community groups to establish land trusts—again 
shifting responsibility and hoping to facilitate affordability with community-focused groups.75
It is evident that the research surrounding the overlap of historic preservation and affordable 
housing is plagued by contractions. The following chapters explore individual case studies that 
demonstrate how some of these scholarly arguments manifest in practice and how various available tools 
are employed with ranging outcomes of success.
75  Emily Thaden and Jeffrey Lowes, “Resident and Community Engagement in Community Land Trusts,” Working 
Paper (Lincoln Institute of Land Policy: 2014).  
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CHAPTER 3: New York City Case Studies
Examining the history of housing in New York City reveals a cyclical pattern of affordability 
issues. As a massive and dense metropolis that spans five boroughs, the city’s fabric seems to be 
constantly in flux to accommodate its residents. The city also has a rich history embedded within its 
buildings, which come under threat from new development. As the city government and affordable 
housing providers struggle to address the growing demand for housing exacerbated by myriad physical, 
social, and economic factors, their actions inevitably overlap with existing, historic buildings.
Historical Trends
The immense success that New York experienced in the late nineteenth century brought about 
new difficulties. Industrialization created vast amounts of wealth and drew unprecedented numbers of 
people to the city. Immigrants from all over the world made up a majority of the labor force, and the 
city’s existing housing stock proved inadequate. How and where to house the growing population became 
a predominant question. Many of the neighborhoods and familiar residential typologies derive from 
this early era. Waves of immigration began in the 1830s, single-family townhouses were divided into 
apartments as owners realized the possible profits.76 Multi-unit tenement buildings soon were constructed 
specifically to meet this demand and house as many families as possible. By the 1860s, overcrowding 
and public health concerns were prevalent even as speculative tenement and apartment development 
continued to spread north in Manhattan. Legislation at the state level in 1862 and 1867 instituted some 
safety regulations, but tenement construction continued virtually unobstructed. Tenant protections made a 
leap forward with the New York State Tenement Act of 1879, which placed more stringent parameters on 
building design by mandating improved sanitary facilities and light wells for air and light circulation. This 
typology became known as “old law” tenements.77 
There was no public housing or affordable housing infrastructure in place at this time. Private 
philanthropists had been responsible for the creation of housing that was specifically geared towards the 
working class and affordable to them, partially born out of a paternalistic philosophy and recognition 
76  Andrew Dolkart, “Tenements,” in Affordable Housing in New York: The People, Places, and Policies That 




that providing for workers was good for business. Jacob Riis’ How the Other Half Lives in 1890 exposed 
the terrible living conditions of poor New Yorkers to a wide audience and galvanized social reformers 
to new advocacy. The Tenement House Act of 1901 mandated larger “new law” tenements with better 
facilities, larger footprints, and required alterations of existing buildings, much to the chagrin of many 
in the real estate development community.78 There was increasing realization that the market would 
never provide enough quality housing for those considered the “urban poor.” While these reform laws 
applied to a specific building type, they signified a predominant issue of affordability in New York City, 
and the results of these campaigns are still part of the city today. These laws also set the scene for the 
increasing role of the legislature in housing issues, debates about what the market will provide, and what 
is reasonable or burdensome to demand of those that build housing.
New York was an active port from the time of the city’s founding and the shipping industry 
consistently drove the local economy. Port activity spiked during World War I, bringing in thousands 
of new workers, driving vacancy rates to historic lows and raising rents. This affordability crisis would 
last into the 1920s, which built support for more governmental interventions in housing. Although 
models for below market-rate housing were prevalent in European cities, they were slow to catch on 
in the United States. There is a long-standing conflict between government and the private market that 
stems from this time. It has been a particular American challenge to balk at anything that appears to be 
government competition with the private market, and this tension has lasted well into the present moment. 
Government subsidies for the provision of below market-rate housing in New York began in 1926 when 
Governor Al Smith passed the first financial support program for the production of lower cost units. 
Known then as the Limited Dividend Housing Companies Act, the law established tax exemptions for 
companies maintained affordable rates by limited their own profit returns. The law also granted eminent 
domain to city governments to acquire sites for low-cost housing.79 The 1926 act and the work by New 
York housing reformers Edith Elmer Wood and Clarence Stein would influence the later federal Housing 
Act of 1937. Catherine Bauer, who was responsible for most of the language and advocacy for the 1937 
act, worked with Stein in her early career.80 The 1926 act did not prove to be significantly more successful 
at producing housing than private philanthropy; however, it established the seeds for incentive and 
78  Dolkart, “Tenements.”
79  Nicholas Dagen Bloom and Matthew Gordon Lasner, eds., Affordable Housing in New York: The People, Places, 
and Policies That Transformed a City (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016), 35–44.
80  Bloom and Lasner, Affordable Housing in New York, 44. 
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regulatory tools and set a precedent of governmental involvement in housing.
Stagnating construction and economic hardship followed the Great Depression in the 1930s, and 
periods of growth and disinvestment continued over the next few decades. The mid-twentieth century had 
broad implications for affordable housing and historic preservation, introducing many of the major actors 
and legacies that remain today. The New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) was formed in 1934 
in response to the Depression and declining conditions in tenement neighborhoods, despite considerable 
public opposition still to governmental provision of housing. NYCHA selected sites of former industrial 
land and demolished tenement blocks for its early projects, with the goal to provide mixed middle- and 
low-income housing.81 On a city scale, urban renewal then wrought dramatic changes on New York 
City’s existing fabric. Federal Housing Acts, initiated in 1937 and followed with substantially more 
powerful legislation in 1949, introduced the policy of slum clearance and had destructive consequences 
for neighborhoods with deteriorating housing stock and many low-income residents. Implementation of 
this federal program was led by Robert Moses, a figure with massive influence over New York’s built 
environment from the 1930s through 1960s. Moses was initially the city-wide commissioner of parks, 
held a number of government positions, and was the chairman of the Mayor’s Committee on Slum 
Clearance from 1949-1960.82 The Committee was the entity that oversaw redevelopment plans funded 
through the Housing Act of 1949; these plans tried to combat the loss of population to new suburbs 
with new construction and public works projects, and to ostensibly improve housing and neighborhood 
conditions. Robert Moses disapproved of NYCHA’s approach in the mid-1940s to creating middle 
class housing and their use on vacant land with lower costs rather than demolishing slum conditions. 
The urban renewal redevelopments were private funded and most were unaffordable to the previous 
residents of the demolished homes. Upon completion, many of the new units were even unintentionally 
unaffordable for middle class residents.83 Hoping that public housing could help solve displacement issues 
by absorbing the tenants from the demolished buildings, Moses selected urban renewal sites adjacent to 
future NYCHA properties. However, incongruous policies between NYCHA’s tenant eligibility and the 
financial restrictions on urban renewal site selection meant that few tenants were actually relocated to 
81  Bloom and Lasner, Affordable Housing in New York., 75–87.
82  Hilary Ballon, “Robert Moses and Urban Renewal: The Title I Program,” in Robert Moses and the Modern City: 
The Transformation of New York, ed. Hilary Ballon and Kenne Jackon (New York: Norton, 2007), 94.
83  Ballon, “Robert Moses and Urban Renewal: The Title I Program.”
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public housing.84 Demolition of 314 acres occurred under the federal program and Robert Moses, and the 
land was redeveloped with more than 28,000 apartments. Although not an insignificant amount of work, it 
was still dwarfed by the tens of thousands of public housing units constructed over the same time period.85 
New York City is unusual for the vast number of public housing units it has retained and their dispersal 
across the city when most other cities have demolished their buildings from this period.86 NYCHA’s 
profile of buildings remain a major component in affordable housing in the city today.
From a historic preservation perspective, federal Housing Act also had widespread consequences 
by encouraging demolition. The Housing Act of 1954 amended the earlier policies to allow federal 
redevelopment funds to be used for rehabilitation and minor preservation planning, adding small-scale 
interventions to the range of available urban improvement strategies.87 This policy change was too late 
to counter the majority of plans already set into motion by Robert Moses’ rapid implementation of the 
1949 act. Moses also did not have faith in rehabilitation as an effective strategy.88 Nevertheless, the 
change did permeate into other local planning endeavors. Broad clearance approaches became unpalatable 
to many and the city established its own renewal areas with intentions to balance new construction, 
rehabilitation of existing buildings, and mixed-income housing. However, these renewal areas garnered 
their share of strife as issues of displacement and affordability persisted.89 Despite redevelopment efforts, 
de-industrialization and suburbanization depleted city finances and weakened the local economy in the 
1960s, 70s, and 80s. Many buildings all over the city were abandoned and taken into city ownership 
due to non-payment of property taxes by the owners. Buildings were sold to tenants and neighborhood 
redevelopment corporations and redeveloped into affordable housing.90 This extensive supply of vacant 
buildings, which was a vital asset for housing advocates, gradually dwindled in proceeding decades. 
Without this reserve of buildings and in an improving local economy, the city has turned to incentivizing 
market-driven solutions. 
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The mid-twentieth century was also the era of formalized historic preservation in New York 
City. Threats to the existing physical fabric by redevelopment revealed the vulnerability of the city’s 
old buildings and the lack of any legal action that historic preservationists could take. The demolition 
of Pennsylvania Station is perhaps the most well-known historic preservation battle prior to local and 
federal legislation, but it is by no means the only case that exposed this vulnerability. In response, the 
Bard Act, passed in 1956 at the state level, provided the enabling legislation for local landmark laws.91 
New York City’s Landmarks Law was enacted nine years later in 1965. The Bard Act gave the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission the authority to designate individual sites and historic districts and to regulate 
proposed projects involving those buildings. When the Commission denied approval for an office tower 
that threatened New York’s other historic train station, Grand Central Terminal, a lengthy legal battle 
ensued. The resulting Supreme Court case Penn Central Transportation Co. et al. v. New York City Co. 
et al. in 1978 has become foundational legal precedent for historic preservation work across the country. 
The court’s decision upheld the power of the Landmarks Commission’s decision and established the 
precedents for property rights “takings” challenges and for historic preservation as a public good.92 These 
events were instrumental in forming New York’s preservation infrastructure and making it one of the most 
robust in the country. 
Current Factors 
The city has experienced an extraordinary reversal of fortunes within living memory, and these 
changes have wrought both physical and emotional shifts to the city’s fabric and population. Quantifiable 
changes can only partially encapsulate the experiences of longtime New York City residents. The 
combined trends of increasing population, rising rents and land values, uneven residential construction, 
economic inequality, and booming commerce have created market conditions that are very different 
from the recent past. The supply of available, old, inexpensive buildings has also changed. Some of the 
methods of providing affordable housing, and consequently historic preservation, are not as feasible today 
as they were in past decades.
91  Anthony C. Wood, Preserving New York: Winning the Right to Protect a City’s Landmarks (New York: Routledge, 
2008).
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Characterizing the specific affordability restrictions and governing Area Median Income 
parameters, the 2017 AMI for the New York City area is defined as $85,900, using a three-person 
household size, and $95,400 for four-person household (which is the standard HUD reporting method). 
The range from one-person to five-person households is $66,800 - $103,100. New York City defines its 
AMI income bands for qualifying households for affordable housing into five categories: extremely low 
income, very low income, low income, moderate income, and middle income.93 Provision on units for all 
income bands is but one important factor in the city’s housing strategy. 
To combat the increasing affordability problems, Mayor Bill de Blasio has launched an ambitious 
affordable housing plan to create and preserve hundreds of thousands of units. This mayoral plan is 
driving the pace of affordable housing and dictates the city’s official approaches to the problem. The 
first iteration of Housing New York: A Five-Borough, Ten-Year Plan was released in May 2014 and 
called for the construction and preservation of 200,000 affordable housing units by 2024. In November 
2017, upon analyzing the data from projects completed or in the pipeline, a new document was released. 
Housing New York 2.0 increased the total goal to 300,000 units by 2026 and launched new initiatives 
to target specific goals.94 There is no mention of historic preservation per se in the Mayor’s Housing 
New York plan. However, the retention of existing affordable units, reuse of existing buildings, and the 
“preservation” of the regulatory frameworks that produce affordability are major tenets of the plan. 
Though not explicitly stated, the existing building stock of the city is essential to attaining the goals of 
Housing New York. Incorporating the accomplishments of the program so far into the new goals, the 
2.0 plan has more explicit language about community value and retaining residents in place, addressing 
concerns of displacement. 
Housing New York has mostly relied on for-profit developers and rezoning to facilitate new 
construction. Rezoning plans, especially in lower-income neighborhoods and communities of color, 
are exacerbating challenges of keeping residents in place.95 Significant work has also been put into 
preservation financing which cycle on 15-30 renewal periods. One new initiative to partner with 
neighborhood-based non-profit organizations is the Neighborhood Pillars program.96 HPD and the New 
93  “Find Affordable Housing,” New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development, accessed 
February 6, 2018, http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/renters/find-housing.page.
94  “Housing New York 2.0” (New York, 2017).
95  Chris Cirillo (Ascendant Neighborhood Development Corporation), in conversation with author, January 10, 2018 
and April 23, 2018.  
96  “Housing New York 2.0,” 22. 
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York City Housing Development Corporation (HDC) finance the acquisition and rehabilitation of rent-
regulated buildings by non-profits to protect existing residents. Rent-regulation is partially predicated on 
the age of the building, therefore this program is inherently more likely to engage with old building stock. 
This move towards community-based acquisition stems from reducing government action in the face of 
reduced financial and operational capacity and in reaction to predatory practices against tenants and rising 
concerns of harassment that are aggravating the affordability crisis. 
New York City’s Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) has done an 
admirable job tracking the progress of the plan and making that data available and transparent to the 
public. The NYC Open Data platform contains published data that tracks Housing New York projects and 
shows how many new affordable units have been created in existing and new buildings or existing units 
preserved. For Housing New York, projects are categorized as two construction types: “new construction” 
or “preservation.” “Preservation” is subdivided into two types: “extended affordability only,” which 
refinances the project without any physical interventions, or regular rehabilitation and construction 
work.97 Since Housing New York’s inception, 2,863 buildings have counted towards the project goals. 
Of these, 996 buildings have been new construction and 1,867 projects have been preservation. Just 517 
projects were only extended affordability while 1,350 of these preservation projects involved some kind 
of physical intervention. This translates to 47% preservation, 18% extended affordability only, and 35% 
new construction. These numbers illustrate the high volume of existing buildings that are involved in 
Housing New York’s success. New construction is often the most headline-grabbing action and signals 
forward progress in the public eye, but preservation is a crucial step to providing more immediate 
assistance to those in need of affordable housing. Existing buildings not only provide important space 
for residences, but they are valuable precisely because they are existing. They serve as more immediate 
methods of addressing the current crisis, while new construction helps to alleviate future conditions. 
The Housing New York program presents a reliably comprehensive picture of local affordable housing 
production. 
Additional drivers of affordable housing in New York City are the voluntary and Mandatory 
Inclusionary Housing zoning text amendments. Passed in 2016, the Mandatory Inclusionary Housing 
program added to an existing voluntary Inclusionary Housing measure. The program has more influence 
97  Data available from NYC Open Data, last updated January 29, 2018. Department of Housing Preservation and 
Development, “Housing New York Units by Building,” 2018.
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on new construction, but it does apply to building enlargements and conversions into residential use. The 
mandate applies in medium- and high-density areas that have been rezoned or upzoned for residential 
use and to projects over 10 units or 12,500 zoning square feet. Projects between 10 and 25 units have 
the option to pay into an affordable housing fund.98 Because the program does not apply to existing 
residential units, it does not often come into play with historic buildings or projects that are already 100% 
affordable, but it can with large-scale adaptive reuse. The rezoning aspect also has potential impacts 
to historic resources. In areas with increased development allowances for height or density, there is a 
greater incentive for private and market-rate developers to look for opportunities in the area. This has 
attendant concerns for affordability and increased pressure on the existing buildings and residents. As the 
Prince George case study will illustrate, the voluntary Inclusionary Housing amendment has also directly 
intersected with historic building rehabilitations. 
New York might be known for a narrative of constant change, but the city can boast a rich and 
varied historic urban fabric. The New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission currently notes 
over 36,000 buildings individually listed or located within 141 local historic districts.99 According to 
the 2016 American Community Survey, which reports median year built data, the New York City area 
exhibits relatively early dates, a trend which is found throughout the region into Westchester County, 
portions of Long Island, and nearby New Jersey counties. By borough and county, Brooklyn/Kings 
County had the oldest group at 1939, Manhattan at 1949, the Bronx at 1949, Queens at 1951, and 
Staten Island/Richmond County at 1972.100 “Year built” data can be notoriously inaccurate in official 
databases due to the scale of the data information and missing information from very early sources, 
and this problem is not specific to New York City. All aggregated estimates about building age should 
be considered with some skepticism. Nevertheless, the New York borough estimates do indicate how 
pervasive old and historic buildings are across the city. Vernacular buildings at a neighborhood level, 
which often are not designated or protected in any way, are valuable resources across the city that are 
vulnerable to new development.101 
98  “Mandatory Inclusionary Housing,” New York City Housing Preservation & Development, accessed March 11, 
2018, http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/developers/mandatory-inclusionary-housing.page.
99  “Discover,” New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission, accessed March 13, 2018, http://www1.nyc.
gov/site/lpc/discover/discover.page.
100  “2016 American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates),” Social Explorer, data analyzed by county, accessed 
March 13, 2018, https://www.socialexplorer.com/a9676d974c/explore.
101  Merin Urban (NYC Housing Development Corporation), in conversation with author, February 9, 2018.
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For incentive tools, New York State has a historic rehabilitation tax credit program that can 
piggyback on federal historic tax credits. The value of the credit is up to 20%. Specific to the state is the 
requirement that work be conducted in certain census tracts that have qualifying low median incomes. 
Income-producing properties have a $5 million cap on qualifying rehabilitation expenses. Owner-
occupied structures also in qualifying census tracts are eligible for a separate Historic Homeownership 
Rehabilitation Tax Credit with an expenses cap at $50,000 and minimum expenditure of $5,000.102 The 
state tax credit is relatively new compared to other state programs and the federal program. Use of the 
state credits tracked by the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) indicates that the credit 
sees more use in the rest of New York state rather than in the five boroughs that comprise New York 
City. According to data collected for fiscal years 2013-2017, 51 tax credit projects were undertaken in 
New York City compared to 257 in the rest of the state. In terms of new low- to moderate-income units, 
96 units were created in the city compared to 1,739 units across the rest of the state. The total qualified 
rehabilitation expenditures, however, were very close at $1.3 billion and $1.5 billion respectively for 
the city and state.103 It should be noted that the data only represents new low- to moderate-income 
units and some of the projects were rehabilitation of existing affordable units, such as the Randolph 
Houses. Nevertheless, the general trends and the experience of SHPO staff is that these differences can 
be attributed to the very different market conditions in New York City compared to the rest of the state 
and crucial requirement of the qualifying census tracts. Additionally, existing housing projects in need 
of rehabilitation may not be considered historic or project sponsors may decide against the potential 
for listing. High construction costs and demand for market-rate housing is a factor as well; there are 
not as strong incentives for creating affordable housing.104 New York City also has useful transfer of 
development rights mechanisms, one of which is specific to historic buildings. Landmark Transfers 
emerged in 1968 to compensate owners of locally designated buildings for potential limitations on their 
ability to redevelop the property. Many landmarks may be in areas zoned for larger buildings with higher 
Floor Area Ratios (FAR) allowances; in cases where designation will not allow an owner to build to the 
maximum of those specifications, the unbuilt square footage can be conveyed to adjacent parcels. 
102  New York State Parks Recreation and Historic Preservation, “Tax Credit Programs,” accessed January 29, 2018, 
https://parks.ny.gov/shpo/tax-credit-programs/.
103  “Commercial Tax Credit Spreadsheet FFY 2013-Present,” New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation, in possession of author, courtesy of Dan McEneny.
104  Dan McEneny (New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation), in conversation with 
author, October 13, 2017. 
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This present-day context illustrates how some nationwide trends manifest in New York City 
and the specific parameters within which individual projects must operate. There are some tools that are 
universally applicable and other elements that are unique to New York City. For many working in the city, 
the basic issues often distill down to cost on the affordable housing side and flexibility on the preservation 
side.105 The following case studies represent a range of project types, actors, and approaches that have 
navigated this balance and brought about successful outcomes for both preservation and housing. 
105  Merin Urban. 
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The Randolph Houses
Located on a block of West 114th Street in Harlem are two parallel rows of five-story masonry 
tenement buildings. They represent a vernacular New York residential typology and at first glance are 
indistinguishable from any other privately-owned home. These buildings are instead the Randolph 
Houses, a combination public housing/affordable housing project owned by the New York City Housing 
Authority (NYCHA). These buildings are the result of traditional preservation rehabilitation and new 
collaborations between a public housing authority and affordable housing providers using a range of 
new and old financing tools. The multi-phase project continues a long history of cyclical reinvestment at 
these buildings and presents an unusual approach of combining public housing and regulated affordable 
housing. 
The Randolph Houses are composed of 36 “old law” tenements on the north and south sides of 
the West 114th block between Adam Clayton Powell Jr. Boulevard and Frederick Douglas Boulevard, 
addressed as 204-246 and 215-277 West 114th Street. The buildings were constructed between 1895 and 
1899 as seven separate developments in a unifying Renaissance Revival style. All 36 tenements and an 
Image 1: The Randolph Houses along the south side of West 114th Street, looking west towards 
the middle of the block. The tenement buildings create a uniform and cohesive streetscape.
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adjacent French Renaissance style high school, built in 1901-02, comprise the National Register-listed 
West 114th Street Historic District.106 The expansion of elevated trains into Harlem in 1878-1881 spurred 
waves of speculative development for tenements, rowhouses, and apartment buildings. Poor and working-
class families could have access to downtown, and the West 114th buildings illustrate the multi-family 
typologies that were built to house them. The variation in building floor plan within the 36 tenements 
show developers experimenting with complying with the light and air requirements of the 1879 tenement 
act, the “old law.” Four different architectural firms are responsible for the district’s designs, constructed 
in multi-building clusters over the four years: Kerby & Co., Neville & Bagge, Ferdon & Ellicott, and 
John P. Leo.107 Although designed in very similar styles, each tenement has distinguishable difference in 
ornament and detailing, and materials vary between brownstone, limestone, brick, and terra cotta. The 
visual continuity and rhythm of the block is accentuated by the façade openings, cornice lines, and stoops. 
106  Lindsay Miller, “National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: West 114th Street Historic District” 
(Washington D.C.: National Park Service, 2014).
107  Miller.
Image 2: The north buildings of the Randolph Houses, which are currently undergoing 
rehabilitation. View looking northeast along West 114th Street.
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Thus, the district is significant architecturally as an embodiment of neighborhood development patterns 
and the built results of early housing legislation aimed at improving quality of life through regulation of 
form. The district’s residents also reflect the social history of Harlem as an immigrant community and 
from the 1930s onwards an important African American community. The group of buildings was renamed 
in 1990 for prominent African-American labor organizer and civil rights leader A. Philip Randolph.108
The current project is not the first time that these buildings have been rehabilitated as a group. 
Adding one more layer of significance to the district, these buildings were the site of a city-sponsored 
experimental rehabilitation program in the 1960s and 70s. To combat the deteriorating conditions of 
residential building stock and poverty in the city with an approach different from urban renewal through 
demolition, the non-profit Community Improvement Corporation of Manhattan was created and targeted 
West 114th Street as a pilot project. The 36 tenements had been acquired by NYCHA and were in poor 
condition. The aim of the project was to rehabilitate the buildings without displacing the residents and 
to employ residents in the work. While met with some skepticism the project did progress, involving 
50 residents and updating apartments over the period 1965-1977.109 The Community Improvement 
Corporation program was ultimately not scalable and was deemed infeasible for a wider replication, 
indicating the difficulty of widespread rehabilitation efforts. 
Phase 1 of the current rehabilitation constituted work on the 22 buildings on the south side 
of the street. The existing 307 public housing units were vacant. By 2007, these buildings had again 
deteriorated so badly that NYCHA relocated residents and left the buildings untenanted, exacerbating 
the lack of maintenance and serious roof and structural issues. NYCHA initially planned to demolish 
all of the buildings. During required Section 106 review of this proposal, the New York State Historic 
Preservation Office determined that the tenements were eligible for listing as a district on the state and 
National Register. Therefore, the proposed redevelopment constituted an adverse effect on the historic 
resources and NYCHA was required to develop an alternative plan.110 The involvement of the SHPO 
and the procedural requirements of Section 106 environmental review, as well as the ability to assemble 
a rehabilitation and financing plan, saved the buildings. Although this was a preservation victory, it 
is important to remember that this kind of decision also had major scope and time repercussions that 
108  Miller, “West 114th Street Historic District.”
109  Miller.
110  New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development and New York City Housing Authority, 
“Request for Proposals: Randolph Houses Central Harlem, Manhattan” (New York, 2011).
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perpetuate negative impressions of inflexibility.  
Private developer Trinity Financial partnered with community group West Harlem Group 
Assistance, NYCHA, and HPD to return the residential units into service. The advanced deterioration 
necessitated a gut renovation of all of the buildings. To provide larger, family-accommodating units and 
to comply with modern building codes, the total number of units was reduced from 307 to 167. Party 
walls between the tenements had to be demolished in many places, merging the separate buildings at 
the interior. Preservation work at the exterior involved repairs to the brownstone, limestone, brick, and 
extant metal cornices, missing cornices were replaced, and new windows and doors; original windows 
had been removed in the 1960s rehabilitation.111 Work on Phase 1 completed in 2016. Of the total units, 
147 remained as NYCHA public housing, 20 affordable units were filled through the city lottery, and one 
additional unit was created for the building superintendent. The project design also included 3,000 square 
feet of community space. The NYCHA units were offered preferentially to former building residents. 
A total of 152 units were available for families at or below 60% AMI and 15 units are at or below 80% 
AMI.112
The project financing drew on a number of incentives and programs at the local, state, and 
federal levels. The West 114th Street Historic District was nominated to and listed on the National 
Register in 2014 to qualify the buildings for federal Historic Tax Credits and the state Rehabilitation Tax 
Credit. Separate tax credit applications were filed for each building, allowing scopes of work to be more 
specifically tailored to each address. This added flexibility for claiming fewer expenses on buildings 
with more intrusive alteration, such as where the core elevators and accessibility needs were met. The 
qualified rehabilitation expenses totaled almost $80.9 million.113 Over $18 million was then awarded in 
state and federal tax credits.114 In order to claim and distribute the tax credits, during project development 
the buildings were owned by the Trinity West Harlem Phase One Limited Partnership created expressly 
for this purpose.115 Ownership has now returned to NYCHA. Low-Income Housing Tax Credit equity was 
111  Miller, “West 114th Street Historic District”; The New York Landmarks Conservancy, “The 27th Lucy G. Moses 
Preservation Awards,” 2017.
112  “Phase I of Renovations Complete for Randolph Houses in Central Harlem” (New York: New York City Housing 
Authority, 2016).
113  “Commercial Tax Credit Spreadsheet FFY 2013-Present”; Cas Stachelberg (Higgins & Quasebarth), in 
conversation with author, March 8, 2018.
114  “Phase I of Renovations Complete for Randolph Houses in Central Harlem.”
115  Miller, “West 114th Street Historic District.”
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successfully twinned with the HTCs and provided significant funds. Over $50 million in LIHTC and HTC 
investment from Enterprise Community Partners and additional HTC equity from JP Morgan Community 
Capital. The New York City Housing Development Corporation provided $47 million of construction 
financing through tax exempt bonds.116 The project utilized HPD’s Participation Loan Program which 
provides low-interest 30-year loans and tax exemptions for the rehabilitation of multi-unit buildings 
providing housing to low- to moderate-income households. The HPD subsidy amount through this loan 
contributed $3.4 million.117 A last crucial financing element was provided through federal capital. It is 
typical for projects to have these complicated financing schemes in New York and elsewhere.
The Randolph Houses are the first New York City project to combine public housing and 
affordable housing development through an innovative collaboration between NYCHA and HPD. 
The private developer Trinity Financial’s involvement in the project helped to facilitate city agency 
cooperation. Benefiting from capital sources and incentives available individually to either actor, the 
agencies were able to assemble necessary funds get the Randolph Houses project off the ground. Through 
the Mixed-Finance program, NYCHA raised approximately $40 million in federal funding and was able 
to mix their public units with affordable units. The Mixed-Finance program provides flexibility for local 
housing authorities to bring federal capital into more collaborative projects with other actors. Although 
the $40 million could only be spent on the public units, NYCHA was able to supplement it with the other 
loans and subsidies through partnering with others that bring in private and non-profit sources.118 This 
type of collaboration and multi-pronged approach is likely to become more common in an era when local 
housing authorities are struggling more and more with financial and maintenance burdens. Transitioning 
units from public housing to other affordable models allows access to different incentives and funding 
strategies. At the onset of the project, the Randolph Houses were touted as a model for new operational 
methods for NYCHA. It is too soon to tell how replicable the model is, but NYCHA continues to seek 
ways to alleviate its maintenance and financial backlog. The current strategic plan, NextGeneration 
NYCHA, is geared towards protecting existing public units and creating more sustainable financial 
models to address $17 billion in repairs.119 The Randolph Houses are not the only historic or potentially 
116  “Phase I of Renovations Complete for Randolph Houses in Central Harlem.”
117  “Participation Loan Program Term Sheet” (New York: New York City Department of Housing Preservation & 
Development, 2016); “Phase I of Renovations Complete for Randolph Houses in Central Harlem.”
118  “Press Release: NYCHA Chairman Rhea and HPD Commissioner Wambua Announce Team Chosen for 
Redevelopment of Randolph Houses in Central Harlem” (New York: New York City Housing Authority, 2012).
119  “NYCHA 2017 Fact Sheet” (New York: New York City Housing Authority, 2017).
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historic buildings in NYCHA’s portfolio. The successful, although very labor intensive, approach to the 
Randolph Houses may prove instructive. 
Looking at the Randolph Houses also draws attention to an important question of the type of 
buildings that preservationists and the general public tend to value. There are established criteria for 
designation and listing and age restrictions that partially dictate which buildings get recognized, yet there 
are also popular trends in the architectural styles and historical periods that are prized by preservationists 
and consequently saved. Views about which building typologies are important and desirable can change. 
Nineteenth-century brownstone aesthetics may resonate as historic with many, but there may not be 
as much support for a modernist building or something culturally significant without architectural 
distinction. The Randolph Houses are an anomaly in NYCHA’s portfolio. Many of NYCHA’s public 
housing towers and other buildings are age-eligible for consideration as historic, yet for many reasons 
could be a much harder sell should anyone wish to undertake a nomination. The Randolph Houses 
oppose a stereotypical view of the classic form of public housing as monolithic towers that is still a 
familiar remnant from urban renewal, and many more such atypical public housing buildings are held 
by NYCHA than most people may realize. Looking from a historic preservation angle offers possible 
new opportunities for public housing rehabilitation. However, in the face of dire maintenance needs and 
issues of life safety that claim public funds, preservation work must draw on its own funding sources and 
hopefully contribute additional capital to the project. 
Randolph Houses is also a case to examine the variations of acceptable limits of demolition and 
what really constitutes preservation. The project was widely celebrated by the city upon the completion of 
Phase 1. In 2017, the project was awarded two prestigious preservation awards: the Excellence in Historic 
Preservation Award from the Preservation League of New York State and the Lucy G. Moses Preservation 
Project Award from the Landmarks Conservancy. It can be considered a success by several metrics: 22 
buildings were saved and reused; neighborhood feel and context was preserved by saving numerous 
contiguous buildings that better convey their significance as a block rather than through individual 
buildings; a large number of necessary units both public and affordable were revived; and affordability of 
the units extended in a neighborhood facing development pressure. To some, the loss of historic fabric at 
the interior and the interruption of the buildings as separate units might not constitute success. The case 
presents a successful outcome but illustrates some of the trade-offs that were made and tests tolerances 
for change. Some preservation-minded advocates and professionals may not see the extensive of removal 
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as a “win.” Thankfully, this view does not appear too prevalent with this project. It represents to many 
a new expectation for collaboration and, as the HDC President stated, “tailoring a preservation plan that 
meets the needs of our residents and the community.”120 The buildings themselves are a way to tell a 
story of cyclical challenges in maintaining housing. Through their history they illustrate how buildings 
are far from static objects. Cycles of rehabilitation and decline are inevitable. Therefore, this project is 
self-referential in a way; the current preservation effort honors the significance of the first attempt to 
overlap rehabilitation and affordability. The Randolph Houses will be an important project to monitor 
over the long term to see if NYCHA and this public-private arrangement can diverge from its own history 
of non-success with these buildings and continue to be maintain affordability and good quality in the 
future. Historic preservation, housing advocates, and residents alike would benefit from not allowing the 
buildings to deteriorate so significantly again. 
Phase 2 is ongoing. This work concentrates on the 14 buildings on the north side of the block, 
aiming to create 116 more units. These buildings will also be gut-renovated and merged into a single 
building. The same project team is involved and the project costs are expected to be approximately $64 
million, pursuing many of the same financing sources.121
120  “Phase I of Renovations Complete for Randolph Houses in Central Harlem.”
121  Trinity Financial, “A. Philip Randolph Houses,” accessed January 25, 2018, http://www.trinityfinancial.com/
portofolio/randolph-houses/.; Job No. 121189668, Application Details, NYC Department of Buildings, accessed 
March 20, 2017, http://www1.nyc.gov/site/buildings/index.page. 
50
The Times Square, The Prince George & The Christopher
The Times Square, The Prince George, and The Christopher are three projects completed by the 
non-profit developer and social services provider Breaking Ground.122 Representing a period from 1990 
through 2004, this trio of projects provides a lens into how historic preservation and affordable housing 
have previously intersected. Together, they create a stark contrast between development contexts of New 
York only two decades ago and today. The challenge of providing housing at affordable rates to those in 
need has remained constant; however, the economic and societal contexts are different and present new 
problems. Although they are older projects that are products of their time and could not be accomplished 
in the same way today, they have held up as successful examples. Examination of past practice can inform 
current action. These projects are exemplary instances which may no longer reflect today’s reality in 
New York City but do indicate opportunities for the reuse of large-scale historic buildings other cities 
with calmer markets. The changing dynamics of New York’s real estate market impact the processes of 
acquisition, development, and the types of building that can be used for affordable housing. As a mission-
driven operator of buildings with commitments to long-term affordability, Breaking Ground must find 
ways to continue to function in current contexts and show adaptability. Therefore, they show some tools 
and approaches for how projects can respond to new market challenges and utilize building-specific 
assets. These projects show how many of tools or policies that we still use have not evolved at the same 
rate as the changing contexts and challenges. The recognition of ranging considerations of significance 
are also essential for preservation work today. The buildings are significant from traditional stylistic and 
material-based perspectives and for their role as community assets. Through rehabilitation of the existing 
fabric, the existing space contained within each building was repurposed for a greater social good. 
The Times Square
The Times Square at 255 West 43rd Street was the first project undertaken by Breaking Ground. 
The massive fifteen-story building sits prominently on the northeast corner at 43rd and 8th Avenue in 
Midtown Manhattan. Once a fashionable hotel catering to theater-goers and newspaper reporters, by 
the 1990s the building served as a temporary city homeless shelter. Breaking Ground founder and then-
director Rosanne Haggerty saw the building as an opportunity to save hundreds of existing housing units 
122  Breaking Ground was formerly known as Common Ground. The company name was changed in 2015. 
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and create supportive housing to help address the city’s homeless problem. Breaking Ground combined a 
number of financing sources including Historic Tax Credits and the relatively new Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credits to create 652 affordable supportive units which opened in 1993.
Built in 1922-23, the Times Square Hotel was one of the first large construction projects in the 
popular Times Square area to begin after World War I. The building was designed by the architectural firm 
Gronenberg & Leuchtag, whose range of buildings is well represented in other National Register districts 
across the city. Composed of four pavilions connected by a central spine, the brick building sits on a 
limestone base and is topped with terra cotta ornamentation. The developer Henry Claman planned for 
the hotel to rent exclusively to single men to accommodate returning soldiers from Europe. This model 
did not prove to be popular and the hotel opened to other guests after a year.123 Times Square had begun 
123  Andrew Dolkart, “National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: Times Square Hotel” (Washington 
D.C.: National Park Service, 1995), 6.
Image 3: The Times Square Hotel dominates the northeast corner of 43rd Street 
and 8th Avenue. View looking northeast from 8th Avenue. The building’s four 
pavilions are articulated along the 43rd Street facade.
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to house New York’s theater center prior to the war but really took off after the war with the construction 
of new grand theaters and movie palaces. To complement these entertainment venues and the new central 
office of The New York Times newspaper, hotels and restaurants began filling the area to cater to visitors 
and theater audiences. 
Beginning in 1984, the building began its transition away from a commercial hotel when it was 
purchased by a social service organization to house children. This was followed by use as a youth hostel, 
which filed for bankruptcy.124 A general partnership under the name of the 43rd Street Development 
Company held the mortgage after the bankruptcy auction in 1990 and worked with Breaking Ground 
to develop the redevelopment plan. Breaking Ground formally purchased the hotel in March 1991.125 
The Times Square neighborhood was a symbol for New York City’s troubled times in the late twentieth 
century and the remnants of urban blight and unsuccessful planning ventures. Even into the 1990s, a real 
estate slump and high crime rates made the Times Square neighborhood into a very different context than 
it is today. The value of real estate was still very low and new construction was practically non-existent. 
Even when the Times Square Hotel went through the bankruptcy auction there were no other interested 
buyers. As has been the case in many places, a great irony of historic preservation is that views of blight 
and undesirability have allowed old buildings to remain relatively intact. 
For Rosanne Haggerty, the building presented a chance for a specific response to the 
neighborhood’s homeless population. It was the largest remaining single room occupancy (SRO) building 
in the city and stood out as a representative of something that was irreplaceable: that high a quantity of 
existing units in a neighborhood that still had good access to public transportation jobs, services, and 
jobs. Nowhere else was there “as of right” possibility to create SRO-type housing at that density.126 
Preserving the historic building, through its existing fabric, was a move to preserve its use and the 
physical space contained within it. The hotel’s preservation allowed for a size and scale that would not 
have been achieved with new construction. Minimum floor areas and the allowable densities in the current 
New York City building code would not allow for this building type to be constructed today. The Times 
Square was also an opportunity to respond to a specific moment in New York City and in the history 
124  Dolkart, 8–9.
125  Block 1015, Lot 1, New York City Department of Finance, Office of the City Register, accessed February 28, 
2018, https://a836-acris.nyc.gov/DS/DocumentSearch/BBL; Jay Farbstein, Richard Wener, and Emily Axelrod, “The 
Times Square,” in Visions of Urban Excellence (Cambridge, MA: Bruner Foundation, 1998), 4–5.
126  Rosanne Haggerty (Breaking Ground, Community Solutions), in conversation with author, February 27, 2018. 
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of homelessness when SRO and YMCA type residential units were being lost without a replacement 
strategy in place. Housing advocates had been pushing for better quality housing with good intentions, 
but many basic housing units were removed from use without alleviating the need for those units or a 
plan to guide transition to an improved strategy. SROs were an attractive building type to convert into 
larger market-rate condominiums and many units were lost that way, even if the buildings survived.127 The 
city eventually banned the conversion of SROs and HPD created a loan fund to help preserve them. So 
rather than the material or aesthetics of the Times Square, it was what the building represented in use and 
opportunity that was most valued.
Not that the beauty of the building was inconsequential. There was plenty of existing fabric, 
especially at the exterior, that retained the integrity of the original design and spoke to an earlier grandeur 
that could be reclaimed. In pursuit of Historic Tax Credits, the Times Square was listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places and the New York State Register in 1995. The building was eligible to be listed 
due to its association with the development of Times Square as an entertainment hub and for its intact 
Italian Renaissance style architecture. Rehabilitation largely entailed work on the interior to upgrade 
utilities for efficiency units that mostly retained original configurations and restoration of remaining 
marble and finishes at the main lobby. The tax credit equity provided an important source of funding for 
the rehabilitation. However, the project team would have pursued the preservation work regardless of the 
credit because they saw the historic fabric as added value for their project. These elements could make the 
building a “lovely asset” for the residents and the larger community again.128 The aim of the project is not 
just to provide units, but high-quality units and supportive environments. Attending to the quality of the 
building can transfer valorization onto the units and integrates the affordable housing units within existing 
contexts. In the neighborhood today, the building is indistinguishable from other market-rate residences. 
Rather than being invisible, the affordable units are afforded the same architectural dignity. The use of the 
historic building in a way democratizes preservation practice and provides whatever premium or social 
value has been ascribed to historic buildings to residents of all incomes.129
The Times Square rehabilitation provided a flagship model for Breaking Ground and for projects 
on a massive scale. It was the result of dedicated parties that recognized the multi-level significance and 
127  Rosanne Haggerty.
128  Rosanne Haggerty.
129  Rosanne Haggerty; Nadine Maleh (Breaking Ground, Community Solutions), in conversation with author, 
February 15, 2018. 
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potential of the building. The project preserved not only much of the material fabric of the building but 
also the social significance and the purpose of the building’s origin almost 100 years ago. Reuse of the 
building demonstrated a reinvestment in the existing neighborhood community based on its present needs. 
The Prince George
Building on the success of the Times Square, the Prince George opened as Breaking Ground’s 
second rehabilitation project in 1999. The Prince George Hotel is located north of Madison Square and 
predates the Times Square as a grand hotel from the heyday of that neighborhood as an entertainment 
and commercial center. The hotel had fallen on hard times and gradually became used as a welfare hotel 
and homeless shelter before being vacated in 1990. Breaking Ground acquired the vacant building to 
create 416 supportive residential units that are available to low-income adults, formerly chronically 
homeless persons, and individuals living with HIV/AIDS.130 The first phase of the project prioritized basic 
rehabilitation of the structure, upper story interiors, utilities, and circulation to create the housing units. 
It was opened to residents in 1999. The second phase restored the hotel’s Neo-Renaissance lounge as an 
income-producing event space, which was completed in 2005. This project represents both the ongoing 
struggle to provide affordable housing in changing market conditions and strategic leveraging of existing 
and historic building assets.
The former hotel provided plenty of existing room for housing; the building occupies an almost 
22,000 square foot lot between East 27th and East 28th streets and rises 13 stories. The building is formally 
addressed as 9-15 East 27th Street and 10-14 East 28th Street with prominent facades on each street. Unlike 
the Times Square, the Prince George is locally landmarked. The building is a contributor to the Madison 
Square North Historic District, which was designated in 2001 to reflect the entertainment and mercantile 
prosperity of the neighborhood from the 1870s through the 1930s in a variety of extant building types, 
works by local master architects and notable tenants and residents.131 The hotel marks the eastern 
boundary of the district between East 27th and East 28th streets. 
The Prince George was part of a wave of hotel development around Madison Square as upper-
class apartment living became fashionable and restaurants and theaters clustered around Broadway in 
130  Breaking Ground, “The Prince George,” accessed January 19, 2018, https://breakingground.org/our-housing/the-
prince-george.
131  Matthew A. Postal and Donald G. Presa, “Madison Square North Historic District Designation Report” (New 
York, 2001), 181.
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the late nineteenth century. Commercial and business activity increasingly drew people to the district 
as it gradually become less of an exclusive residential enclave. Built in 1904-05, the Prince George was 
one of the last and largest hotels in the area. Middle-class hotels catered to residents and tourists for their 
proximity to department stores, theaters, business centers, and a newly opened I.R.T. subway station 
at Park Avenue and 28th Street.132 Both permanent and transient residents lived at the Prince George. 
Architect Howard Greenley designed the Beaux Arts style hotel employing a steel frame and brick with 
limestone and terra cotta ornament. The hotel’s design was praised when it opened and was published in 
Architectural Record in 1905 as a model for apartment hotels. An annex was added on the 28th Street side 
in 1912, designed again by Howard Greenley with Kenneth Murchison.133 
132  Andrew Dolkart, “National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: Prince George Hotel” (Washington 
D.C.: National Park Service, 1998).
133  Postal and Presa, “Madison Square North Historic District Designation Report,” 9-10.
Image 4: The north facade of the Prince George on 
East 28th Street. The less ornamental facade to the left 
is the 1912 annex. View looking southeast. 
Image 5: The south facade of the Prince George 
on East 27th Street, with eight bays of ornamental 
windows. View looking northeast. 
56
New construction stagnated in the neighborhood during the Great Depression and new 
fashionable neighborhoods emerged in the city. The theater district migrated northwards taking the 
tourists with it, and wholesale merchants took over many of the buildings. The Prince George and 
several other nearby hotels became single room occupancy residences. By the 1980s, the building and 
two other hotels were operated by the city as welfare hotels and homeless shelters housing an estimated 
600 families. Having once been known for its grandeur and size, it was one of the largest city-owned 
homeless shelters and greatly deteriorated in condition. Unable to keep up with maintenance and reduce 
overcrowding, the city eventually relocated the residents and left the building vacant in 1990.134
Much like the Times Square, the Prince George project was aided by the depressed real estate 
market and the non-desirability of the neighborhood. The conditions of the market at the time provided 
a window of opportunity for Breaking Ground. The non-profit acquired the building in 1996 from the 
previous owner through bankruptcy court. Rosanne Haggerty and the Breaking Ground team made the 
case to the judge that supportive housing was the highest and best use of the building, backed by market 
data that a hotel or other income-producing use would not succeed in this neighborhood.135 Breaking 
Ground was able to capitalize on another as-of-right opportunity with hundreds of low-income units in a 
central urban neighborhood that is now experiencing very different market interest. Madison Square real 
estate is highly desirable today. It is evident to those involved in the Prince George development that the 
same case about market-supported use would be difficult to make today and that few affordable housing 
developers have the capital resources to compete with other commercial or luxury developers to acquire 
such a building now.136 The rehabilitation received both Historic Tax Credits and Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credits as critical parts of the financing. As part of the HTC process, the hotel was individually 
nominated to and listed on the National Register of Historic Places and the New York State Register in 
1999. The upper story residential areas had already been significantly altered many times, so the Breaking 
Ground project encountered little historically significant fabric there. The majority of architecturally 
significant finishes were located in the public spaces at the ground floor, although there was extensive 
damage and loss. The project was allocated $1.6 million in Low-Income Housing Tax Credits for the first 
134  James Barron, “Deal Aims to Keep a Former Welfare Hotel in Manhattan Affordable,” New York Times, August 
14, 2016.
135  Rosanne Haggerty.
136  Rosanne Haggerty; Nadine Maleh. 
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phase of the project.137  
The second rehabilitation phase focused on the ground-floor public spaces that retained the 
majority of the historic finishes. As chronicled in the National Register nomination, these rooms were 
designed in a variety of styles and had been altered to differing extents. The massive main lounge was 
added with the annex in 1912 and featured Renaissance-styled ornamentation in the moulded plaster 
ceiling and ornately figured and fluted columns. Breaking Ground partnered with preservation architects 
Beyer Blinder Belle to restore the lounge to a ballroom and restore the adjoining Ladies’ Tea Room. 
The World Monuments Fund provided partial funding for the ballroom, as well as the creation and 
management of a gallery space where historic material had been removed. Restoration work also involved 
four non-profits focused on conservation skills and youth education to introduce another level of social 
involvement. Between the two phases, the project cost totaled $40 million.138 Capital from LIHTCs and 
HTCs provided approximately half of the financing, with low-interest city and state loans and bridge 
financing from banks contributing the rest.139 Each phase was recognized with notable awards for the 
mission, supportive services, and preservation work including the 2003 World Habitat Award and the local 
2006 Lucy G. Moses Preservation Award. The ballroom proved to be an important asset to the project that 
leveraged the historic and aesthetic values into a revenue generating stream. The ballroom is available 
for private rentals and has been a venue for filming locations and fashion shows. All of the proceeds from 
rentals return to Breaking Ground and fund its affordability provisions. Historic preservation has played 
an important role in securing an internal financial support for the building’s mission. This was achieved 
through a sensitive rehabilitation of the existing fabric, initial recognition of the potential and value within 
those remaining fragments, and capitalizing on historic aesthetics that enjoys public appreciation today. 
This aesthetic value extends beyond the ballroom. The rehabilitation process valorized the 
building and harnessed the associative value of the historic design for the affordable housing mission. In 
discussing the Prince George, current Breaking Ground CEO Brenda Rosen and residents have remarked 
that the unique building not only provides people with homes but shows that they deserve a beautiful 
137  Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Properties, available from HUD Open Data and ArcGIS viewer, state-defined 
project ID NY9802001, data coverage through 2014, last edited June 6, 2017, accessed February 9, 2018. 
138  Breaking Ground, “The Prince George.”
139  “The Prince George,” World Habitat Awards, accessed March 1, 2018, https://www.world-habitat.org/world-
habitat-awards/winners-and-finalists/the-prince-george/#award-content.
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home with dignity and pride.140 The quality of design and of the building itself is a crucial asset to the 
mission of the non-profit to provide good housing to those that need it.  
Because of the quality of the structure and New York City’s booming real estate market, the 
Prince George has been faced with new challenges. It is an instructive case because of how Breaking 
Ground has evolved its tools and have a very current response to new market pressures. For the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credits, the project was placed into service in 1999, setting the 15-year mark at 
2014 and the 30-year requirement for affordability in 2029. As previously discussed, the 15-year point for 
LIHTC projects can be difficult as investors exit the agreement. Around 2014 Breaking Ground sought 
new financing mechanisms to protect their affordability and to combat offers from private developers 
to purchase the building for a very high price. By this time there was also façade work and utility 
improvements needed for the building. Taking advantage of the new desirability of its location and the 
robust development market, the Prince George was the first project to participate in New York City HPD’s 
revamped Inclusionary Housing Preservation program in 2016.141 New York’s voluntary Inclusionary 
Housing program grants density bonuses to project sponsors that create new affordable housing units, 
substantially rehabilitate, or preserve existing units. The program applies in designated areas around the 
city, and the square footage from the density bonus can be used on-site or in a nearby location.142 In 2015, 
the language in HPD’s Inclusionary Housing Preservation Program term sheet allowed for a broader 
definition of “preservation.” By this new definition, the proposed work at the Prince George qualified 
for the density bonus and allowed for creation of so-called “Inclusionary Air Rights” at the site.143 For 
every square foot of affordable housing units, extra square footage is granted up to 33% of the permitted 
floor area ratio. Rather than use the extra square footage at the Prince George, Breaking Ground sold the 
development rights to nearby projects to raise capital for building improvements and to secure long-term 
affordability.
140  Evan Bindelglass, “How Common Ground Builds Small to House NYC’s Homeless,” Curbed NY, February 27, 
2015, https://ny.curbed.com/2015/2/27/9987584/how-common-ground-builds-small-to-house-nycs-homeless.
141  New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development, “Press Release: Mayor de Blasio, HPD 
and Breaking Ground Announce the Preservation of Affordable Housing in the Historical Landmark, Prince George 
Residence in Central Manhattan” (New York, 2016).
142  “Voluntary Inclusionary Housing,” New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development, 
accessed March 2, 2018, http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/developers/voluntary-inclusionary-housing.page.
143  New York City HPD, “Press Release: Mayor de Blasio, HPD and Breaking Ground Announce the Preservation of 
Affordable Housing in the Historical Landmark, Prince George Residence in Central Manhattan.”
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These Inclusionary Air Rights function similarly to the air rights of landmarks as a fund-raising 
mechanism. A crucial difference is that these air rights are the result of a major affordable housing 
undertaking and granted to the project, and are not dependent on historic status, rather than the result of 
unbuilt floor area at a landmarked lot. The rights are created rather than shifted from one lot to another. 
Profits from air rights sales must return to the generating site. Inclusionary Air Rights also have a larger 
range of applicability; they can be sold to projects within the same Community Board or within one 
half-mile. Landmark air rights must be transferred to adjacent, opposite, or diagonal parcels. The Prince 
George transferred 33,292 square feet of their inclusionary housing floor area to three different new 
construction developments: 299 3rd Avenue, 262 5th Avenue, and 227 West 28th Street.144 Significantly, 
approximately 150,000 square feet remain for possible future sales. The qualifying rehabilitation work 
included roof repairs, façade repairs, elevator improvements, and replacement and improvement of boilers 
and HVAC systems. Additional funds will be held in reserve for future work and to secure the low rents 
of its units. More energy-efficient utilities will also hopefully provide savings in operating costs over the 
long term.145 Inclusionary Air Rights are a useful new tool that could provide incentive for old and historic 
buildings to include affordable housing and raise capital for preservation work. Provided that the demand 
for the air rights continues and the geographic eligibility is met, this program could result in future 
combination projects and benefit other existing buildings to extend their affordability. 
The Christopher
The third Breaking Ground project, The Christopher, represents a case where Historic Tax 
Credits were not part of the financing and where increasing land values necessitated a new acquisition 
approach. The Christopher is part of the former Robert McBurney YMCA located at 202 West 24th Street 
in Manhattan’s Chelsea neighborhood. It was built in 1904 and is notable as a reputed setting for the 
Village People’s “YMCA” music video and for once housing Andy Warhol and Tennessee Williams. The 
building had been identified as a potentially historic structure as part of a neighborhood that could become 
a historic district. This preliminary survey of the building led the New York State Historic Preservation 
Office to consider it as eligible for register listing at the state level. Otherwise, it does not have any formal 
144  New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development, “HPD Inclusionary Housing Sites Map,” 
2018, http://hpd.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=6d3f09240876403097c6d37a3c467917.
145  New York City HPD “Press Release: Mayor de Blasio, HPD and Breaking Ground Announce the Preservation of 
Affordable Housing in the Historical Landmark, Prince George Residence in Central Manhattan.”
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landmark protections at the local, state, or national levels. Breaking Ground’s rehabilitation provided 207 
permanent supportive housing units for both low-income and formerly homeless persons. Residential 
units opened in 2004 and the project cost $32 million. Breaking Ground’s Foyer Program also operates 
out of The Christopher which provides career development and 40 housing units for young adults 
transitioning out of foster care.146
The through-block building contained both the YMCA’s historic athletic facilities and residential 
area. The nine-story Renaissance Revival style building is mostly red brick with a two-story glazed brick 
base featuring double-height arched windows, twin entrances with ornamental terra cotta surrounds, and 
detailed copper cornice. Although not as monumental in scale as the Times Square or Prince George, the 
Christopher blends well with its neighborhood context and is representative of its period of construction 
and YMCA building typologies. When the YMCA decided to sell the building in 2000 and construct a 
146  Breaking Ground, “The Christopher,” 2018, https://breakingground.org/our-housing/the-christopher.
Image 6: The West 24th Street facade of the Christopher. The two ornate entry door 
surrounds retain carved YMCA lettering.  
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new building elsewhere, they set the price at the appraised value. This approach allowed for the funding 
that they needed to support their program needs while keeping the sale accessible to developers with 
less capital and the building in a community-serving role.147 To acquire the building, Breaking Ground 
partnered with a for-profit developer and split the building into two projects. The for-profit developer 
side contained the historic pool and the gymnasium and Breaking Ground’s side held the residential 
units, the grand lobby where the Village People filmed their music video, and some remaining features 
like fireplaces. The residential area was an SRO-type arrangement with very small individual units 
and shared baths. In 2001, as part of the project development, the building received a “Determination 
of Eligibility” from the New York State Historic Preservation Office as a contributing property to a 
potentially eligible district.148 In federal Historic Tax Credit process, this “preliminary determination of 
eligibility” is a crucial step for any building pursuing historic tax credits that is not already listed on the 
National Register. Project sponsors and SHPO work together to consider whether the property meets the 
four significance criteria for listing on the National Register and whether it has retained integrity, defined 
as the capacity for the building to convey its significance. Buildings that appear to meet the criteria are 
therefore preliminary determined to be eligible for listing on the National Register, allowing the project 
to proceed with the requirement that an eventual nomination for listing is pursued within a few years. The 
Christopher’s significance derived from its association with the social history of the YMCA and for its 
architectural style that contributed the aesthetic continuity of the area.149
The project overall utilized 17 different funding sources over a four-year process, which is 
not uncommon for this type of undertaking. Despite being eligible for listing as a historic resource, 
the Christopher did not receive Historic Tax Credits. The project team consulted with state historic 
preservation officers very early on in the design process. During an initial walk-through, SHPO 
representatives noted the original corridors and room configurations. With so many renovations and 
repurposing of original YMCA residences, few original interiors remain intact in the New York area. 
However, the narrowness of the corridor would not comply with any accessibility codes. This initiated a 
complicated negotiation. Although rehabilitation work in other areas proposed removal of a non-historic 
dropped ceiling in the lobby and preservation of some historic finishes, restoration of large street-level 
147  Rosanne Haggerty.




windows, and remaining historic features, the corridors and residential configuration proved a sticking 
point. The SHPO representatives would not compromise on the corridor changes, perhaps supposing 
that the National Park Service would not accept such alterations. At this point, the project team knew it 
would be futile to pursue the Historic Tax Credits.150 This negotiation was hindered by the fact that little 
historic fabric remained. Previous alterations by the YMCA had removed much of the original material, 
which elevated the importance of the pieces that remained. Thus, there was less leniency in the tax credit 
consultation process.151 
As with earlier projects, the project team chose to incorporate preservation because it mattered 
to them and they intentionally wished to include it as part of their design. The tax credits would have 
provided a helpful offset of their costs, but they undertook preservation anyway. They held a fundraiser 
specifically for the rounded street level windows, which were challenging because of the size and 
irregularity of the panes. The Christopher shows that thoughtful preservation work does not always have 
to be mandated and can be actively sought as an asset for the project. However, incentives like the HTC 
can help ease economic realities. As a contrast, in the for-profit half of the building, the community use 
facilities and the physical architectural spaces were lost. Because the developer chose not to apply for 
HTCs or incorporate any preservation elements, they were not bound by those processes or regulation. 
The developer converted the two-story gym into a luxury penthouse and made many changes irrespective 
of the historic fabric.152 They were under no obligation to preserve anything and chose not to. The contrast 
illustrates how preservation so often relies on personal interest and investment by the project team in the 
value of the fabric and the community association of the space.
The Christopher was the least regulated of the Breaking Ground projects in terms of historic 
preservation, yet they provided a beautiful space for their residents and retained a historic building for 
the neighborhood. However, a characteristic feature of the building was lost because of the building’s 
reuse and current requirements for how space is configured. From an original material perspective, this 
outcome is not desirable. Trade-offs must inevitably be part of every project negotiation, and not all 
choices may be deemed successes. The Christopher made some material trade-offs to accomplish the 
larger goal of providing housing, retaining the building in a community-serving purpose, and focusing 
150  Nadine Maleh.
151  Mara Blitzer (formerly Breaking Ground, currently San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
Development), in conversation with author, March 28, 2018. 
152  Nadine Maleh. 
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on other historic elements. Despite the importance of Historic Tax Credits and their ubiquity, this project 
illustrates that tax credits are not the only way to accomplish preservation. They are a useful tool but not 
guaranteed. Members of project teams for The Christopher, the Times Square, and the Prince George also 
have differing opinions about the application and consultation process with the State Historic Preservation 
Office. For some, the formal preservation process exhibited extreme inflexibility and caused much 
frustration. For others, the collaboration was positive with no conflicts in dual pursuit of preservation 
and housing. Although the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are in place to act as 
guidelines, the tax credit approvals process remains quite discretionary. Success is highly dependent on 
personal interactions and interpretations. The values of preservation and housing do not necessarily have 
to be in conflict when there are people that are reasonable and inclined to make the project work; indeed, 
this is probably the more common case rather than conflict. However, this discretionary power can 
become an issue that perpetuates perceptions of conflicting values. 
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CHAPTER 4. San Francisco Case Studies.
San Francisco is a microcosm of broader trends of affordability challenges in the surrounding 
region that is the result of the confluence of quick shifts in the economy and legacies of state-wide 
policies. The situation in San Francisco has been rapidly developing, and like New York is an almost 
frenzied state of study and concern. Although the city and county of San Francisco is relatively small, it 
functions within the larger network of Bay Area cities. Policies in one city have ripple effects for adjacent 
municipalities. The affordability crisis is a regional problem compounding the complexity of any solution. 
San Francisco has its specific issues, yet addressing affordability requires coordination among many 
decision-makers and governmental entities, as well as shared notions of responsibility and accountability 
across the region. 
Historical Trends 
Waves of settlement in San Francisco began in earnest during the Gold Rush in the 1840s. 
A building boom radically changed the landscape to accommodate the swell in population and new 
industries. San Francisco operated as busy shipping port and commercial center for the western United 
States. Development clustered around the train lines, the port, and the downtown in the northeast area of 
the city. With lots of land to build and improving public transportation in the late nineteenth century, the 
city gradually spread west and south. Housing for lower income residents remained around the industrial 
and downtown areas. The shipping industry especially drew many single men to the city, and to house this 
workforce, single-room occupancy buildings (SROs), and transient hotels emerged in the neighborhoods 
between the water and downtown. These typologies dominated as an affordable rental option and 
continued to do so as the population swelled. Increased immigration also led to the formation of enclaves 
where residential hotels and SROs provided inexpensive residences. These buildings became common 
in Chinatown, South of Market, and the Tenderloin while low-density tracts grew in the western area of 
the city.153 A defining moment in San Francisco’s early history was the earthquake and fire in 1906 that 
destroyed a significant amount of the small, developed city.
San Franciscans immediately began to rebuild and the city hosted the 1915 Panama Pacific 
International Exposition to signal its rebirth. Whole neighborhood populations relocated elsewhere in 
153  Michael R. Corbett and Anne Bloomfield, “National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: Uptown 
Tenderloin Historic District” (Washington D.C.: National Park Service, 2008).
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the city from the burned areas of the Mission and South of Market, which would develop into ubiquitous 
industrial use. Streetcar expansions and inexpensive vacant land pushed residential development in the 
early twentieth century west to the edge of the Pacific Ocean. The Great Depression slowed the physical 
expansion of the city until the 1940s.154 Ship construction during World War II brought thousands of 
workers and economic prosperity to San Francisco and surrounding Bay Area cities. New suburbs 
emerged around the region to house the new residents. Drops in industrial production, shifting economies, 
and suburbanization drawing residents out of the city characterized the post-war era. The period of 
the mid-1960s through 1980 shows how the cycle of affordability has occurred before. Changes in the 
economic base of the city and increased commercial development were not paired with concurrent 
residential development, leading to high housing prices. 
It was during this period that the affordable housing movement led by community groups 
and tenant advocates emerged.155 These groups pushed for more investment in affordable housing and 
requirements for business and office development to contribute to housing production. Responses to 
urban renewal and challenging affordability set some of the groundwork for programs and issues today. 
By the 1960s the city was mostly built out, and attention turned to redeveloping older neighborhoods.156 
Freeway construction also tore through existing neighborhoods and along the city’s industrial waterfront. 
The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) targeted ten “blighted” neighborhoods and by 1978 
demolished 14,207 units which overwhelmingly housed low-income residents. The SFRA and the city 
very slowly built replacement units; by 2014, there was still estimated deficit of 5,800 units.157 Thus, in 
the decades since urban renewal, San Francisco has grappled with a net loss of affordable housing units 
on top of new pressures. In response to these losses, community development corporations and non-profit 
housing developers emerged to join the tenant advocates and influenced a city-wide housing movement 
asking for rent control, retention of SROs and existing residential neighborhoods, non-discriminatory 
policies, and more opportunities for low-income renters; these are requests that would likely resonate with 
154  Sally B. Woodbridge, John M. Woodbridge, and Chuck Bryne, San Francisco Architecture (Berkeley, CA: Ten 
Speed Press, 2005), 7–8.
155  Marcia Rosen and Wendy Sullivan, “From Urban Renewal and Displacement to Economic Inclusion: San 
Francisco Affordable Housing Policy 1978-2014,” Stanford Law & Policy Review 25 (2014): 126.
156  San Francisco Planning Department, “Preservation Bulletin No. 14: Brief History of the Historic Preservation 
Movement in the United States and in San Francisco” (San Francisco, 2011).
157  Rosen and Sullivan, “From Urban Renewal and Displacement to Economic Inclusion,” 126, 151.
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a present-day audience.158 Historical perspective demonstrates how housing advocates in San Francisco 
have been confronting similar challenges for decades. 
Another state action from this time with lasting impacts was the 1978 Proposition 13. The state 
ballot measure implemented a rent control-like feature on property tax and had a widespread effect on 
local tax revenues. Not only did this action result in loss of tax revenue for cities across the state, but it 
disincentivized residential development in favor of commercial and office construction.159 San Francisco 
advocates pushed for a rent control ordinance to keep housing affordable and share the benefits of reduced 
property taxes between owners and tenants. The rent control law was passed in 1979 and applies to 
buildings constructed before June 13, 1979. This period also saw the introduction of important local tools 
for the financing of affordable housing: tax increment requirements on the SFRA and a hotel tax. The 
SFRA was required to dedicated 50% of the tax increment revenue to affordable housing which produced 
the second highest amount of affordable housing in the city, after the federal Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credits. The hotel tax was part of a redevelopment settlement in the 1970s and was made permanent in 
2012.160 During these years of activism, one of the consistent objectives was more opportunities for and 
requirements of community consultation for proposed projects. Local ballot measures, reallocation of 
funds from city sources and Community Development Block Grants, and local financing tools helped 
to shape the path of housing issues today. The city has long struggled with balancing its economic 
and residential investment and tried to correct the imbalance through commercial construction caps, 
moratoriums, and housing-jobs linkage fees. Even today there is concern that insufficient housing is being 
created in relation to the number of new jobs. 
The first “dot com” boom in the late 1990s tested this progress. Once again, new residents 
and businesses drove rents higher and residential and commercial vacancies low. Regional dynamics 
also shifted with the growth of technology industries in Silicon Valley, making southern San Francisco 
neighborhoods more desirable for their proximity but threatening to displace existing residents. Many 
formerly low-income neighborhoods faced rising demand and therefore rising costs. Job growth 
outstripped housing production with 6.5 new jobs for every new residence, adding to the supply 
pressure.161 While the first dot com boom eventually slowed, it prefaced the current technology-driven 
158  Rosen and Sullivan, “From Urban Renewal and Displacement to Economic Inclusion,” 127.
159  Rosen and Sullivan, 135.
160  Rosen and Sullivan, 142.
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boom that has familiar, but even wider repercussions than two decades ago. A long history of activity 
by tenant rights and housing advocacy groups in the city has produced affordable housing bonds, 
reallocations of funds, and demands of more inclusive decision-making and housing over economic 
development. These struggles at the local and state level have helped shaped the conditions of the 
affordable housing landscape today and provide the platform for the current approaches. 
For San Francisco’s historic buildings, the 1960s demolition also spurred the formalization of 
historic preservation action. The low-income neighborhoods demolished by SFRA were also historic 
areas of the city, and renewal removed thousands of vernacular nineteenth century buildings from the 
landscape. Individual private demolitions, driven by scarcity of vacant land, and a lack of formal city 
policy or planning vision towards historic resources caused concern. In 1963, the first comprehensive 
architectural survey of the city was undertaken by the Junior League of San Francisco, which culminated 
in a publication called Here Today five years later. The Planning Department undertook a concurrent 
study to guide legislation. The first preservation ordinance, “Preservation of Historic, Architectural and 
Aesthetic Landmarks,” was passed in 1967 as Article 10 of the Planning Code and gave a preservation 
advisory board the authority to designate local landmarks and districts.162 In the wake of increasing 
demolitions in downtown, where the buildings represented rebuilding campaigns in the immediate 
aftermath of the 1906 earthquake, preservation advocacy group San Francisco Architectural Heritage 
undertook an architectural survey in 1978. The survey findings informed the Downtown Plan and led to 
the creation of Article 11 in the Planning Code. Article 11 concerns preservation within the downtown 
zone, which is located in the northeast corner of the city. The 1978 survey concentrated on the old 
downtown buildings under a threat of increased demolition for new office and commercial use. Buildings 
in this area are categorized, based on the survey findings, into Significant, Contributory, and unrated 
buildings. Conservation districts were established where there were high concentrations of Significant 
and Contributory buildings. The article also established these parcels as “eligible preservation lots” 
for transfer of development rights in 1985.163 The historic buildings could sell the undeveloped square 
footage of their sites, but only to other buildings within the downtown zone. These preservation laws are 
commonly referred to as Article 10 and Article 11 today.
162  San Francisco Planning Department, “Preservation Bulletin No. 14: Brief History of the Historic Preservation 
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A driving factor for historic preservation in San Francisco is the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). This law is one of California’s main legal protections for historic buildings. CEQA was 
enacted in 1970 following a nationwide wave of concern about environmental stewardship. The purpose 
and the processes echo the federal National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) from 1969, and to 
a lesser extent, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act in 1966 (NHPA). In additional to 
environmental issues, these laws were reactions to the urban renewal era of executive, top-down decision-
making. CEQA was developed as a public information-gathering tool and as a checks-and-balances 
system for land use decisions in California. The basic purpose of CEQA is to record the scope of a 
proposed project and its potential impacts on the environment. The intention is both to identify or disclose 
negative environmental impacts and to create an avenue for public participation and comment. As a law 
that creates additional review processes, it has been critiqued for adding to the housing shortage, yet 
there are many misconceptions and debates about its full effect. Old and existing buildings are considered 
part of the environment and fall under the purview of CEQA. Like federal laws, CEQA is procedural 
rather than prohibitory, meaning that it enables public notice and comment but does not offer any legal 
protection against demolition. CEQA merely enables a legal framework for public notification and review 
by the local Planning Department for possible formalized protection and consideration in planning. 
CEQA compliance in San Francisco is more intensive than in most California cities because of 
unique elements of the municipal code that govern permit approvals. The way that CEQA pertains to 
historic buildings specifically in San Francisco has much to do with the difference between “ministerial” 
and “discretionary” actions defined both in the local code and the CEQA language. Discretionary actions 
generally are those that “require the use of judgment or subjective criteria on the part of the approving 
body,” while ministerial actions are more objective “comparing a project against established standards 
or checklists.”164 Elsewhere in California, the issuance of buildings permits is considered ministerial 
and consequently exempt from CEQA. Because of a San Francisco municipal code anomaly, almost all 
permits are discretionary; therefore, CEQA applies to almost any proposed project in San Francisco. 
CEQA has a major influence over the way that historic resources are identified for planning 
purposes in the city. At the outset of a proposed project, it must be determined whether any potential 
historic buildings will be impacted, using the 50 year or older benchmark established by the National 
164  SPUR and San Francisco Architectural Heritage, “Historic Preservation in San Francisco: Making the 
Preservation Process Work for Everyone.”
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Register criteria if the building have not already been surveyed or review in some way. Although CEQA 
uses the 50-year mark, the Planning Department has adopted a 45 years or older guideline for reviews and 
40-year cutoffs for potential significant contributors to Conservation Districts.165 This way, the burden of 
deciding if a building should be considered as a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA ultimately 
falls to the Historic Preservation staff. Many projects are deemed exempt from CEQA at the first steps of 
review, but there is still more involvement of the Planning Department than in other California cities.166 
Again, the complexity of the process and lack of comprehensive understanding frustrates compliance 
or acceptance of CEQA, and it does add an element of uncertainty and charges of arbitrariness to the 
approvals process. Identification of historic resources through this process is reactionary rather than 
preemptive, such as a neighborhood survey would be. However, it is an effective mechanism for at least 
acknowledging and addressing potential harmful impacts to known or previously unknown valuable 
historic assets. Projects that are deemed consistent with the Secretary of the Interiors’ Standards are 
considered to be in compliance with CEQA and can be permitted from that point.
Current Factors
In recognition of the current affordability crisis, San Francisco’s late Mayor Ed Lee issued a 
pledge in 2014 to create and rehabilitate 30,000 new and residential units by 2020. Of those units, 30% 
are to be permanently affordable and 50% is targeted to middle income families.167 The plan does not have 
a formal title or a central document like Housing New York, but it is similarly made up of many directives 
and priorities articulated to balance diverse interests and problems. The plan is monitored by the Mayor’s 
Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD). Tenant protections are a huge factor in the 
plan, stemming from rising trends of harassment and evictions. The multi-pronged approach involves a 
$310 million bond, tenant protection initiatives, rental and down-payment assistance programs, a HOME-
SF local density bonus program, and an executive directive in 2017 urging government agencies to speed 
up the project approvals process for housing projects.168 A Housing Trust Fund was established in 2012 to 
provide $1.5 billion for 30 years to support affordable housing, which is now a major part of the mayoral 
165  San Francisco Planning Code, Article 11, §1102 (1985); San Francisco Planning Department, “Application 
Packet for Environmental Evaluation,” (San Francisco, 2015), 2. 
166  San Francisco Planning Department, “Environmental Review Process Summary,” (San Francisco, 2008). 
167  Office of the Mayor, “Priorities: Housing,” accessed November 15, 2017, http://sfmayor.org/housing. This plan 
was codified in local measure Proposition K, which passed on November 4, 2014. 
168  Office of the Mayor.
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plan. A local density bonus program known as HOME-SF was created in May 2017 as an incentive. 
The program allows additional stories, zoning modifications, and removes density restrictions for new 
construction in commercial and transit-rich areas and includes a specific provision that the proposed 
project may not demolish a known historic resource.169 The Small Sites Program is also part of the plan to 
stabilize affordable units and existing residents. 
There is a dual emphasis on producing new units and protecting existing units from expiring 
affordability and demolition. The housing plan relies on existing units remaining intact to support new 
construction. At the most recent official accounting of the plan’s progress in May 2017, 17,466 units were 
completed, 6,460 affordable, and 37% permanently affordable.170 The current AMI for San Francisco 
County is $115,300 for a four-person household. According to MOHCD, the figures as “unadjusted for 
high housing costs.”171 In defining income bands, San Francisco uses the four state level categories for 
affordable housing: very low-income (up to 50% AMI), low-income (up to 80% AMI), moderate-income 
(up to 120% AMI) and middle income (up to 140% AMI).172 
The housing plan hinges on a public-private approach to compel and incentivize non- 
governmental agencies to be involved in housing. City funding took a hit in 2012 when all redevelopment 
agencies were dissolved in California in 2012, partially to redirect tax increment funds to the state’s 
budget deficit.173 The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure assumed the responsibility 
of SFRA’s obligations, but the loss of tax increment revenue left a need for new funding sources. The 
mayoral plan also addresses the deteriorated condition of San Francisco’s public housing. The city has 
moved to divest itself of public housing units and owner/operator responsibilities due to the San Francisco 
Housing Authority’s inability to maintain the buildings. Within the past few years, the Housing Authority 
has transferred all of its 29 public housing buildings to private ownership and management under HUD’s 
169  San Francisco Planning Department, “HOME-SF,” accessed March 28, 2018, http://sf-planning.org/home-sf.
170  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program,” (PowerPoint presentation, 
February 16, 2018, shared with author courtesy of Ruby Harris); Numbers available on the Mayor’s Office website 
also for May 2017 differ slightly with 17,179 units completed, 5,956 units affordable, and 35% permanently 
affordable, as of March 31, 2018. 
171  “2017 Maximum Income By Household Size” (San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
Development, 2017). Per HUD’s calculations, these income limits are derived from the Unadjusted AMI for HUD 
Metro Fair Market Rate Area, which includes San Francisco County, Marin County, and San Mateo County. In 2010 
the city moved from using an SF-Only calculation to the HUD metro area due to a determined negligible different 
between the two. Calculation last accessed March 31, 2018 via HUD User, “FY 2017 Income Limits Documentation 
System,” https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2017/2017summary.odn
172  San Francisco Planning Code, Article 2, §206.2 (2016).
173  Rosen and Sullivan, “From Urban Renewal and Displacement to Economic Inclusion” 152.
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Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program. The city mandated that operators be non-profits or 
non-profits partnering with a for-profit company. These buildings, many of which are over 50 years old, 
are currently undergoing renovations.174
San Francisco has a mandatory Inclusionary Affordable Housing program that aims to harness the 
power of market-rate development for affordable housing production. The first mandatory inclusionary 
housing zoning amendment was introduced in 2002. Requirements have adjusted over time and the 
latest iteration came into effect in January 2016. The mandate applies to any project with 10 or more 
residential units. Although it mostly pertains to new construction, the inclusionary requirements do apply 
to expansions or conversions of existing buildings and it applies everywhere in the city. Inclusionary 
obligations can be met with on-site units, off-site units, or payment of fees. Requirements are determined 
by the number of total units and the intention of owned or rental units. On-site set-asides must be 12% or 
off-site 20% of the total units of the principal project. Income eligibility ranges from 55% AMI to 120% 
AM1.175 Unlike New York, where a fee payment is only available to projects under a certain number of 
units, any project in San Francisco can choose the fee option. Amendments to the inclusionary program 
and fee structure in 2010 caused the proportion of project sponsors paying fees instead of constructing 
units on-site to rise from 25% to 55%. These changes were made in reaction to two state court cases 
challenging inclusionary housing rent and fee requirements.176 The city and various working groups 
have tried to create an equivalency between the fees and the cost of on-site requirements. San Francisco 
also has local density bonus programs for projects including affordable housing and goes beyond the 
incentives of the California density bonus.
Legacies of state and local policies stifling residential development has resulted in a supply 
shortage across the Bay Area. Housing production has not kept pace with the creation of new jobs and 
influx of population. The emphasis on economic development worked, but at the expense of incentivizing 
parallel progress on housing. As a result, there is now a scramble to rectify the imbalance of housing 
through legislation at the state level. Almost all of California’s cities are behind on targeted housing goals. 
As part of a push for greater accountability in the amount of housing produced and ratio of affordable 
174  Ethan Epstein, “How San Francisco Saved Its Public Housing By Getting Rid of It,” Politico Magazine, 
July 2017, https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2017/07/20/how-san-francisco-turned-its-tenements-into-
treasures-215391.
175  San Francisco Planning Code, Article 4, §415 (2016).
176  Rosen and Sullivan, “From Urban Renewal and Displacement to Economic Inclusion,” 150–51.
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housing to market-rate, a San Francisco local ordinance was passed in 2015 to require a bi-annual 
“Housing Balance” report from the Planning Department. The Housing Balance is the ratio of new 
affordable units to total new units over a ten-year period. From January 2007 to December 2016, 23% of 
net new units were affordable, which is well below the city’s current targets.177 The report tracks the loss 
of rent-controlled units, and gains or losses in acquired and rehabilitated units, SROs, and public housing 
units to bolster any net new affordable units constructed. The preservation of existing affordable units is 
imperative for sustaining forward progress on the Housing Balance and the city housing plan.
San Francisco is now grappling with increased state influence and the possibility of some land 
use decisions shifting away from local control. Several housing bills and bonds were passed in 2017, and 
a transit-oriented density bill that caused much discussion about the balance between state mandates and 
local discretion over land-use approvals faltered in April 2018 in a state senate committee vote.178 Known 
as SB-827, the bill proposed overriding local zoning for new housing in proximity to transit corridors. 
Local permitting processes and demolition controls would remain. San Francisco’s Planning Department 
reviewed the preliminary version of the bill and issued a statement outlining specific concerns. For parcels 
with ¼ mile of a transit corridor or ½ mile from a major transit stop, residential density and floor area 
ratio limits would be removed, minimum height limits set, and prevent the applicability of any design 
standard that prevents constructing the maximum number of allowed units. Approximately 96% of San 
Francisco’s parcels fall under these conditions, effectively upzoning the whole city.179 The incentives 
to build in these areas could increase the number of proposed demolitions of existing buildings, which 
can often be old, historic building stock near transit that are providing already affordable units. The bill 
received push-back for its initial lack of explicit anti-displacement measures. The bill would have also 
overridden some of the most recent actions that the city has taken like the local density bonuses, and 
decontrolling densities and upzonings established in recent comprehensive Areas Plans. There were 
also conflicts with the city’s General Plan although they share core principles about transit-centered 
development and increased housing. It is the how rather than the what that is being debated, as many 
of the proposals are good things that the city is seeking. The level of discretion left to the Planning 
Commission was unclear. Although this specific bill will not proceed, there is little doubt that it will be 
177  John Rahaim, “Housing Balance Report No. 5” (San Francisco, 2017).
178  Melody Gutierrez, “Bill Pushing Apartments and Condos near Public Transit Loses Crucial Vote,” San Francisco 
Chronicle, April 17, 2018.
179  AnMarie Rodgers and Joshua Switzky, “SB 827” (San Francisco: San Francisco Planning Department, 2018).
73
followed by new iterations in the near future. It is yet another illustration of the debate between supply/
demand dynamics and appropriate controls on the type and affordability of that supply.
The lack of physical space for growth is a persistent challenge for San Francisco. The city 
occupies a seven mile by seven mile square at the top of a peninsula. The low-scale and low-density 
development in much of the city sets an aesthetic precedent contrary to tall, high-density development. 
The large areas of the city zoned as single-family residential present challenges for how and where to 
build. This constraint has implications for planning, sustainability, and balancing the carrying capacity of 
the land and infrastructure. The constrained development potential of the city means that addressing the 
affordability crisis presents threats to the existing and historic buildings of the city; therefore one cannot 
be surprised that the two values are often considered conflicting. 
San Francisco’s existing building stock is generally quite old, and the city is filled with vernacular 
typologies. For historic preservationists, this rich urban fabric means potentially historic resources almost 
everywhere. Building materials and styles have been informed by the city’s history of natural disasters. 
Masonry materials are less common because of poor seismic performance, even though fire has also 
been a devastating concern for the city. The continued threat of earthquakes also governs a lot of the 
rehabilitation work that must be done to these old buildings. The median year built for San Francisco 
county is 1942 estimated by the 2016 American Community Survey, while the four surrounding counties 
range from 1964-1976.180 There are currently 276 individual landmarks and 13 historic districts. Six 
conservation districts have been established in the downtown area as well as hundreds of Significant 
and Contributory Article 11 designations. CEQA has provided an effective framework for identifying 
potential historic resources and California and National Register-eligible districts, though only on a 
project-by-project review basis. The preservation review process also relies on architectural surveys and 
Historic Context Statements on themes or neighborhoods that are adopted by the Historic Preservation 
Commission. 
With regard to historic preservation incentives and economically-based tools, the federal Historic 
Tax Credit is very common. California does not have a state rehabilitation tax credit to pair with the 
federal. However, California does have the Mills Act, which is a historic preservation incentive in which 
city governments can choose to participate. In San Francisco, the Mills Act is a property tax reduction 
180  2016 American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates),” Social Explorer, data analyzed by county, last accessed 
March 13, 2018, https://www.socialexplorer.com/a9676d974c/explore.
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for ten years in return for rehabilitation, restoration, and maintenance of historic properties. Eligible 
properties can be any use and must be a designated Article 10 or Article 11 local landmark or contributing 
building, individually listed on the National Register, or a contributor to a National Register district. 
Proposed work must comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and the California Historic 
Building Code. 181 The state Historic Building Code is another tool that outlines alternative methods for 
meeting building code requirements that are more flexible with historic material. It can come sometimes 
result in cost savings for rehabilitation projects, but it is not a method to circumvent important life safety 
and accessibility issues. The applicability of these code allowances is determined by the Department of 
Building Inspection.182
The legacies of past actions and the variety of current issues and tools available illustrates the 
general condition in San Francisco. As is evident from the history, the provision of affordable housing has 
been a constant struggle and one that continually plays out on old and historic buildings. Merging these 
dual interests and tools can have positive results, as illustrated in the following case studies. 
181  San Francisco Planning Department, “Preservation Bulletin No. 8: The Mills Act Program” (San Francisco: San 
Francisco Planning Department, 2003).
182  San Francisco Planning Department, “Bulletin No. 6: Preservation Incentives” (San Francisco, 2003).
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Kelly Cullen Community 
One standout example of the successful intersection of affordable housing and historic 
preservation is the Kelly Cullen Community, completed in 2013. In one of San Francisco’s most 
historically low-income neighborhoods, the non-profit affordable housing developer Tenderloin 
Neighborhood Development Corporation converted a grand YMCA into 172 supportive housing units for 
formerly homeless individuals and a community medical clinic. This project is an example of a locally-
designed and nationally-listed building using traditional Historic Tax Credit incentives and capitalizing on 
a large-scale community asset to preserve both built fabric and deep community associations. The Kelly 
Cullen Community presents a “best case scenario” that produced success for all stakeholders across the 
board. However, the case also highlights the limited replicability of such a project. 
The YMCA building is located at 220 Golden Gate Avenue only blocks away from City Hall 
and the Civic Center. Known formerly as the “Shih Yu-Lang Central YMCA” and “Central YMCA,” 
the building was constructed in 1909. This area of the city was flattened by the earthquake and fire and 
the YMCA was a monumental new institutional investment. Prominent local firm McDougall Brothers 
Architects designed the nine-story building in an Italian Renaissance style with Classical Revival 
Image 7: The Kelly Cullen Community, formerly the Central YMCA, in 2018.
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ornamentation that carried into the publicly accessible recreational spaces.183 The concrete and brick 
structure materially represents new building codes instituted after the fire, which dictated the aesthetics 
of the neighborhood and differentiated it from the wood construction throughout the rest of the city. 
The building also represents the expansion of the YMCA’s institutional presence and the importance of 
its educational, recreational, and residential purposes and role as a social hub in the neighborhood. The 
surrounding Tenderloin neighborhood, advantageously located southwest of the downtown district, rebuilt 
quickly with SRO hotels and apartment buildings catering to waves of international immigrants and low-
income workers of the city. The neighborhood had a long tradition of diverse, multi-national and mostly 
low-income residents. As noted in the National Register nomination, 220 Golden Gate Avenue “for 
almost a century was used by tens of thousands for the many programs that made ‘the Y’ an important 
institution—and locus of community life” and the residential portion “supplied a housing opportunity to 
the YMCA’s mission of meeting the needs of new and under-served urban residents.”184 
In recognition of its longstanding social role and intact architecture, the building has received 
multiple historic designations at local, state, and national levels. The YMCA is a locally-designated 
Article 11 “Category I” building, meaning an individual building with exceptional architectural design 
and relationship to the environment where little to no alteration is permitted.185 In 2015, the building was 
identified as significant for its association with local LGBTQ history in the LGBTQ Historic Context 
Statement, having housed both a health clinic and free university. Pursuant to the Historic Tax Credit 
application process, the property is under final Section 106 review for individual listing on the National 
Register. The building is a contributor to the California Register and National Register-listed Uptown 
Tenderloin Historic District, which was nominated separately from the Kelly Cullen Community project 
and listed in 2009.186 It is also within a National Register-eligible San Francisco Apartment Hotel Historic 
District.187
By 2007, the old building was in need of substantial seismic retrofitting and proved too costly 
for the YMCA to maintain. Despite the YMCA’s long-standing presence in the neighborhood, they 
183  Angela Heitter, “Historic Resource Evaluation Response” (San Francisco Planning Department, 2008), 2–3.
184  Frederic Knapp and Leigh Schoberth, “Draft National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: San 
Francisco Central YMCA,” 2017, 29–30.
185  San Francisco Planning Code, Article 11, §1102
186  San Francisco Planning Department, “San Francisco Property Information Map: 220 Golden Gate Ave,” n.d., 
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/.
187  Heitter, “Historic Resource Evaluation Response,” 2.
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decided to the sell the property and construct a new facility that could better serve their needs. Tenderloin 
community members were frustrated by the closure of the widely-used public recreational facilities and 
the move sparked concerns of neighborhood disinvestment.188 The building also provided housing units 
that the city and neighborhood could not afford to lose. This opportunity created an excellent platform 
for the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation and city to act. TNDC has a well-established 
presence in the neighborhood. They began acquiring buildings in 1981 to retain existing low-rent units 
and now have a portfolio of 39 buildings and several new buildings in construction.189 Additionally, they 
provide supportive services, after school programs, and encourage tenant activism. They were well suited 
to acquire the building, which was their largest investment up to that time.190 TNDC partnered with the 
Mayor’s Office of Housing and the Department of Public Health to take a combined housing and health-
care approach. The building houses formerly homeless individuals that were chosen from the highest-cost 
users of the public healthcare system and would have an on-site clinic for the residents and the public run 
by the Department of Public Health. By including the clinic, the building could respond to a community 
need that extended beyond its residents.
As a YMCA, the building contained a triple-height gymnasium with two levels of track galleries, 
a two-story racket ball court, two-story auditorium, and SRO-type residential units. Remarkably, the 
historic fabric and spaces of the building were mostly intact, which allowed for plenty of preservation 
opportunities. Some alterations already had been made over the building’s history, including replacement 
of original wood windows with vinyl and changes to the pedimented entrance. A renovation in the 1950s 
removed a grant central staircase in the main double-height lobby.191 TNDC’s rehabilitation increased the 
total units from 103 to 174 and reconfigured the rooms to include individual bathrooms and kitchenettes. 
Original circulation routes between floors were retained along with stair railings, corridor wall finishes, 
and doors. Additional units were created by converting the racket ball court and boys’ gym into two 
floors of units each.192 The original gymnasium and auditorium were retained, restored, and reopened 
188  Mara Blitzer (San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development), in conversation with 
author, March 28, 2018.
189  Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, “Our History,” accessed November 15, 2017, http://www.
tndc.org/about/our-history/.
190  Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, “TNDC Acquires Historic YMCA Building,” TNDC 
Developments (San Francisco, 2007).
191  Heitter, “Historic Resource Evaluation Response.”
192  Gelfand Partners, “Kelly Cullen Community National Trust Award Nomination,” 2013; Knapp and Schoberth, 
“Draft National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: San Francisco Central YMCA.”
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as public programming space. An original pool in the basement was covered with a removable floor to 
create a community meeting room and the tiled wall decorations were retained. Exterior work involved 
brick repairs and repointing and openings at the converted racket ball court on a barely visible secondary 
façade.193 At the ground floor where extensive prior alterations had occurred, 12,000 square feet were used 
for the public health clinic and 1,500 square feet made into a retail storefront.194 In the lobby, the central 
staircase was reconstructed to replicate the original with minor adjustments of stair treads and risers.195 
The three biggest challenges to reconcile with the historic fabric were seismic retrofitting, energy 
efficiency upgrades, and accessibility. These are common themes in reuse and rehabilitation projects. 
As a brick building, a high level of seismic stability was needed. Earthquake-related upgrades are one of 
the most common interventions on old and historic buildings in San Francisco and can have significant 
impacts on historic fabric. To create strength and add shear walls at the Kelly Cullen Community, new 
concrete had to be poured on the walls, in some cases substantially increasing wall thickness.196 The 
project team was also committed to making an energy efficient building in pursuit of city sustainability 
goals. Many of the original wood windows had already been replaced with vinyl and extant ones were 
deteriorated and leaky. Because the YMCA had made so many changes to the windows, the SHPO 
was flexible on the choice of material for the new windows. The team was able to install new custom-
made, double-pane vinyl windows that replicated the original appearance.197 While windows can be a 
major point of contention for preservation projects, this solution was a middle ground for efficiency and 
aesthetics, satisfying both the SHPO and the project team. Accessibility was another project priority. 
Many of the intended residents would have mobility challenges, so there were constant negotiations 
between fabric and access. Enlarging individual rooms and slightly reconfiguring corridors in the 
residential areas was necessary to improve accessibility. In the lobby, a new elevator was installed while 
maintaining circulation around the reconstructed stair. Compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for tax credit purposes informed design decisions and place a new lens of all decision-making 
for the project.198
193  Knapp and Schoberth, “San Francisco Central YMCA.”
194  Katie Lamont, “Central YMCA to Kelly Cullen Community” (PowerPoint presentation, California Preservation 
Foundation Webinar, March 4, 2014).
195  Mara Blitzer.
196  Knapp and Schoberth, “San Francisco Central YMCA.”
197  Mara Blitzer.
198  Mara Blitzer.
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For the local review process and with respect to CEQA compliance, the project only had to 
undergo preliminary historic resource evaluation. The building was already a known historic resource 
therefore project review was required under CEQA. Because the proposed design complied with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and was deemed not to cause a substantial adverse effect on the 
building, it was exempt from further environmental review.199 Because of widespread support for the 
project from community residents, historic preservation advocates, and government agencies, there were 
no challenges to the CEQA process nor did the project team encounter public opposition.
Project financing for the Kelly Cullen Community came from a variety of sources. The 
complexity of the arrangement was exacerbated by the national economic recession in 2008. Total 
development costs were $91 million and the construction contract was $56 million.200 A significant 
portion of the budget came from city investment. The city government contributed $20 million through 
the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development and the administration of Community 
Development Block Grants, HOME grants, and hotel tax funds. Funding from the Federal Home Loan 
Bank’s Affordable Housing Program provided $1.5 million, and because of the supportive on-site 
facilities, $1.7 million came from the California Housing Finance Agency’s Mental Health Services 
Act.201 The project had been allocated Low-Income Housing Tax Credits through the state allocation 
agency, but TNDC could not find a willing investor after the recession.202 American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act funds fortunately covered this previously-anticipated source with $24 million, as well 
as covered $27 million of lost investment from the California Department of Housing & Community 
Development Multifamily Housing and Transit Oriented Development programs. US Bank provided 
acquisition financing, Citibank provided construction financing, the national Corporation for Supportive 
Housing Social Innovation Fund provided $850,000 over two years, and a 15-year rental assistance 
agreement through the city’s Local Operating Subsidy Program all contributed to additional financing 
over the course of the project.203 
PNC Bank provided $16.2 million of Historic Tax Credit equity. The investment terms provided 
$1.29 per dollar of the allocated tax credit amount, which was based on 20% of the qualified rehabilitation 
199  San Francisco Planning Department, “Exemption from Environmental Review,” 2008.
200  Lamont, “Central YMCA to Kelly Cullen Community.”
201  Lamont, “Central YMCA to Kelly Cullen Community.”
202  Mara Blitzer. 
203  Lamont, “Central YMCA to Kelly Cullen Community.”
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expenditures. The project team estimated that syndication costs did reduce impact of the equity to equal 
12-14% of the qualified expenses.204 As a locally designated building and contributor to historic districts at 
the state and national level, there was clear reason to believe that the building could qualify for the federal 
historic tax credit. Early in project development, TNDC weighed the decision to pursue the tax credit with 
the regulatory requirements that would be imposed. TNDC project manager Mara Blitzer had previously 
worked on The Christopher in New York City and was familiar with the process and negotiations. 
Comparing the two projects, the volume and integrity of historic fabric was a deciding factor for pursing 
the tax credit. The San Francisco YMCA retained far more original material and historic spaces than The 
Christopher, which in turn left more room for negotiation with the State Office of Historic Preservation. 
For example, the conversion of the racket ball court and small gym to residences was possible because 
they were secondary to the main gymnasium, auditorium, and lobby. The changes would have minimal 
impact on the exterior appearance on a non-visible façade. There was so much preservation work possible 
throughout the building that the whole project team could compromise. Unlike The Christopher where 
little historic material remained, thus elevating the importance of the residential area configurations, the 
Kelly Cullen Community team could achieve their intended program and decided that pursuing the HTC 
was be worth the effort.205 The HTC equity ended up contributing significant funds towards the project 
and was considered a net positive. Much of the rehabilitation work would have had to be done anyway, 
regardless of any historic preservation regulations, most importantly the seismic retrofitting; therefore, the 
preservation funds provided support for the whole scope of work. Other required preservation work and 
the syndication costs were ultimately still less than the total equity received. 
TNDC will maintain the building’s affordability through low-interest long-term loans and 
the deed restrictions on the property.206 The YMCA has already captured the price of the transferable 
development rights, and as a mission-driven non-profit organization TNDC is unlikely to sell the 
building. There is little question that it would have been easier from a project design standpoint had the 
building been designated after rather than before the start of the project. Additional layers of review add 
complexity, time, and cost, which can present challenges for projects already operating on restrained 
budgets. However, in this case the designation was already in place and served as a way to access useful 
204  Lamont, “Central YMCA to Kelly Cullen Community.”
205  Mara Blitzer.
206  Mara Blitzer.
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funding sources, which in turn supported a valued public resource. The sheer size of the building drove 
up the costs and complexity of the projects as did the number of unforeseen circumstance in the course of 
construction. 
The city was willing to invest heavily in the project because of its symbolic value. It was the 
historic community connection to the building and the mission of supportive housing for the formerly 
homeless that could justify the expenditure of the funds.207 This was an opportunity to save a local 
resource deemed significant by many definitions, but not all affordable housing projects or existing 
buildings will enjoy such broad support. Therefore, this project also illustrates the unfortunate limitations 
to projects that overlap historic preservation and affordable housing. The city has many demands 
on finite financial resources for affordable housing and cannot expend such a high amount on every 
potential project. As a singular example of the integration of historic preservation and affordable housing, 
the Kelly Cullen Community illustrates a best case scenario. A prized, intact, beautiful old building 
provided housing for San Francisco residents that needed it most. The building as a community asset was 
celebrated and the residents and users take pride in it.208 However, the complexity of such a project defies 
replication in its scale and cost.
The Kelly Cullen Community and the surrounding Tenderloin will be instructive to study over 
time for the long-term and neighborhood-scale impacts of preservation work. The nomination and listing 
of the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District coincided with the timing of the Kelly Cullen Community 
project but happened completely independently.209 TNDC acquired the building in 2007; the historic 
district was nominated in 2008 and officially listed in 2009.210 The historic district nomination was 
put forward by neighborhood activist Randy Shaw and the Tenderloin Housing Clinic. As a parallel 
to the Kelly Cullen Community, the historic district shows another approach at a slightly larger scale 
to protecting affordability and existing residential communities through historic preservation tools. 
Part of the desire to designate was to access to the federal HTC and local Mills Act incentives to 
207  Mara Blitzer.
208  Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, “Kelly Cullen Community Celebrates Grand Opening,” 
TNDC Developments (San Francisco, August 2013).
209  Mara Blitzer.
210  Lamont, “Central YMCA to Kelly Cullen Community”; Corbett and Bloomfield, “National Register of Historic 
Places Registration Form: Uptown Tenderloin Historic District.”
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encourage seismic and safety renovations.211 The district recognized both the architectural cohesiveness, 
longstanding residential use of the buildings, and social history of the neighborhood. The advocates also 
saw the nomination as a way to foster a sense of pride and recognition of the neighborhood’s merits 
that countered a reputation of crime, drugs, and disinvestment. Architecturally, the Uptown Tenderloin 
district is dominated by three to seven story multi-unit apartments, SROs, and residential hotels. Built 
over a period between 1906 and the early 1930s, the buildings are uniformly brick or reinforced concrete 
construction and consistently feature bay windows and eclectic Renaissance and Baroque styled 
ornament.212 
The social history of the neighborhood as a working class and lower-income neighborhood, 
which also served many immigrant populations, was also a reason for its significance. The dense, smaller 
scale old buildings served these residents and were designed to be affordable. This association was 
coming under threat from new downtown development in the 1970s, which was when the idea of the 
historic district first emerged. Instead, to protect the existing buildings and their residents, advocates 
secured height limits for the area’s zoning. In the redevelopment pressures starting in the mid-2000s, 
renewed concern about gentrification and displacement spurred the National Register nomination.213 By 
estimates of TNDC Executive Director Don Falk, one third of the neighborhood is under “community 
control” through ownership.214 This neighborhood will test the many conflicting findings about the effects 
of historic districting and designation. As an area where historic preservation is explicitly used as a tactic 
to preserve affordability and create inclusive development, the dynamic between the two forces will 
continue to evolve. 
211  Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, “Tenderloin Residents Take Pride in a Rich History,” TNDC 
Developments (San Francisco, January 2009).
212  Corbett and Bloomfield, “Uptown Tenderloin Historic District,” 4–8.
213  Mara Blitzer.
214  Don Falk, “Equitable Development Is Within Reach in SF’s Tenderloin,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 4, 
2018.
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The Small Sites Program
In stark contrast to Kelly Cullen Community is San Francisco’s Small Sites Program. As the name 
suggests, this city initiative concentrates on small, multi-family residential buildings to keep affordable, 
rent-regulated units out of speculative development and prevent displacement of existing residents. It is 
a strategy that has successfully saved old, vernacular San Francisco buildings from likely demolition, 
provided basic rehabilitation, and retained existing residents in place at affordable levels. The buildings 
are overwhelmingly late nineteenth century and early twentieth century constructions, yet this program 
has not been recognized as a historic preservation strategy nor has it involved preservation incentives, 
designation, or formal preservationist influence over scopes of work. This program is informal, dispersed 
in multiple buildings across the city, and focused on small-scale targets. The Small Sites Program as a 
case study emphasizes the retention of ordinary, existing vernacular typologies that are already providing 
affordable living space as an emerging strategy for historic preservation.
The Small Sites Program was created in 2014 as part of the mayoral housing plan and is 
administered by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD). The mission 
of Small Sites is threefold: stabilize existing low-income units and communities in place, prevent 
vacancies in rent-controlled buildings from becoming market-rate, and secure the units as permanently 
affordable.215 The program works by assembling financing packages and offering city loans to a project 
sponsor to purchase and rehabilitate an existing building. Sites are selected through an application 
process. The intended size of buildings is 5-25 residential units; however, 3- and 4-unit projects have 
thus far been allowed.216 Buildings must be occupied with “long-term, low-income” tenants who are 
at risk of displacement.217 This risk is assessed by the MOHCD by the location of the building in a 
neighborhood with a high number of recent “Ellis Act” evictions or an in-process eviction of all tenants 
in the subject building. The Ellis Act is a state law that allows landlords to evict their tenants if they wish 
to cease being landlords. When real estate values in San Francisco recently began rising dramatically, the 
number of evictions rose as landlords emptied their buildings and sold them to developers, who either 
demolished the building or converted them to market rate. Buildings with commercial storefronts are able 
215  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program.”
216  Ruby Harris (San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development), in conversation with 
author, March 21, 2018. 
217  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.
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to participate in Small Sites, but each site must have a majority residential use. The city does not assume 
ownership of any of the buildings but rather facilitates the application, financing, and planning processes. 
Tenant involvement is a cornerstone of the program. All applications must have 75% of the 
existing residents indicate their willingness to participate in the program.218 Applications can come from 
a coalition of tenants themselves or a project sponsor. To date, project sponsors have been community 
developers and community land trusts. Small Sites applicants must demonstrate the financial feasibility 
of the project and plan for long-term affordability.219 The city looks for sponsors that will work closely 
with the tenants during acquisition, rehabilitation, and management, as well as having demonstrated 
competence for the work and community building. This emphasis on participation and buy-in is a key 
factor in the purpose and the success of the program. The desire to retain the community and the building 
comes from within. For this reason, outreach and education about the program has been a main goal of 
MOHCD to make more tenants and potential project sponsors aware of the opportunity.
Once a rehabilitation is complete, the building must maintain an average income of 80% AMI. 
Any vacancies are filled through the city’s affordable housing lottery and are available for the “Displaced 
Tenant” and “Live/Work in San Francisco” preference programs.220 Vacancies can have a maximum 120% 
AMI to help the project “pencil out” and remain financially sustainable, but the building-wide average 
must not exceed 80% AMI. In many cases rents are available for households at 40-50% AMI.221 Small 
Sites are mandated to be permanently affordable. After the immediate rehabilitation of the building, the 
loans create reserves to maintain the affordable rents. Rent-controlled Small Sites convert from rent 
control policies to MOHCD affordability restrictions.222
Since the program’s inception in 2014, 25 buildings with 160 residential units have been 
acquired. Six rehabilitations are already complete while most are in planning and construction phases. At 
the time of writing, 13 more applications are in process, resulting in a total of 290 residential units.223 The 
program is run by a small staff of 2 full-time and 5 part-time project managers at MOHCDs. Small Sites 
began as a pilot program with a $3 million budget and 6-month stakeholder consultation to test targeted 
218  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Notice of Funding Availability: Acquisition and 
Rehabilitation Financing for Small Sites Program Properties” (San Francisco, 2014).
219  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Notice of Funding Availability.”
220  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program.”
221  Ruby Harris. 
222  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program.”
223  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.
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responses to real estate speculators and eviction threats.224 The program has grown successfully over the 
past four years and hopes to draw even more funding sources and interested project sponsors.
Small Sites rehabilitations focus on life safety and building envelope improvements. The 
program targets “light to moderate” rehabilitation rather than major rehabilitation for practical and 
financial reasons. The goal of Small Sites is to ensure the safety and livability of the building for existing 
residents and create a self-sustaining system. Therefore, a quick turnaround is prioritized to accomplish 
the work and get residents back in their homes. From a financial standpoint, because property sellers 
receive the fair market value of the building, acquisition costs are high and constitute much of the project 
expenditure. This leaves less money for extensive rehabilitation.225 Rehabilitation is kept around $70,000 
per unit.226 Small Sites buildings so far are usually in deteriorated condition from deferred maintenance. 
Seismic retrofitting commonly accounts for a larger portion of the budget. Scopes of rehabilitation work 
typically include roof repairs and/or replacements, electrical upgrades, window replacement, heating 
systems, ventilation, dry rot repair, trip hazards or repairs to rear stairs for egress.227 Although such scopes 
may seem like a substantial undertaking, it is still considered a moderate rehabilitation by MOHCD. 
Project managers also have to balance feasible scope with accessibility requirements on a case by case 
basis. To keep rehabilitations practical and financially feasible, there have been only a few instances 
of interior room reconfigurations. Mobility and accessibility interventions have occurred in individual 
rooms, but many of these old San Francisco typologies have very narrow hallways and stairs that present 
problems. Widening of corridors or non-stair entrances sometimes cannot be accomplished without a gut 
renovation and compromising the project affordability. When fully accessible units have been necessary, 
MOHCD has offered them in other buildings. Accessibility issues are particularly challenging for this 
program and its reuse of these older, existing buildings.228
Most of the Small Sites buildings are vernacular buildings from the late nineteenth century and 
early twentieth century. This fact is the result of a consistently old building stock across the city and in 
particular neighborhoods rather than an intentional move by MOHCD, nor is age a requirement of the 
224  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program.”
225  Ruby Harris. 
226  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program.”; According to Chris Cirillo 
in communication with author, $70,000 can be considered a reasonable estimate for rehabilitation, especially when 
considered with acquisition costs. 
227  Ruby Harris; Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program.”
228  Ruby Harris.
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program. There is partial causation from the intent of the program to preserve rent-controlled buildings 
for their affordability; San Francisco rent control applies to buildings constructed prior to 1979. Newer 
buildings can apply for the program. For example, there have been discussions with an owner of a 
building from 1995 who was proactively seeking protection for the Section 8 tenants. Because Small 
Sites are low-density buildings, older, and sometimes not in the best condition they are vulnerable to 
demolition. Buildings are also targeted based on their neighborhoods, prioritizing areas that are seeing 
increased development speculation and evictions—this usually coincides with a fairly desirable location 
with access to transit, service, and proximity to jobs. The neighborhood focus also influences the 
building type, as does the 25-unit maximum. Additionally, according to project manager Ruby Harris, the 
program is priced out of many neighborhoods and newer buildings can be sold at higher prices and made 
inaccessible for Small Sites acquisition.229
In the application process, priority is given to neighborhoods with high Ellis Act eviction activity 
over the 2009-2013 period.230 These eleven neighborhoods are also some of the oldest in the city and 
contain a vast amount of the city’s existing residential stock. From a historic preservation standpoint, 
there are huge potential losses if the vernacular buildings that make up distinct local neighborhoods are 
largely unprotected and left subject to the whims of the real estate market. The Small Sites Program 
involves valuable architectural resources, by coincidence rather than design. Some buildings have been 
identified as potentially historic or previously surveyed, but the majority have not. One example at 380 
San Jose Avenue in the Mission District is a two-story, four-unit building constructed between 1875 
and 1884.231 The building is an Italianate style that typifies the residential character of the Mission in 
the late nineteenth century, little of which remains in a neighborhood that has been an attractive area 
for both dot com booms. 380 San Jose was identified in the 1968 survey and again in the 2010 South 
Mission Historic Resource Survey as eligible for individual listing in the California Register of Historic 
Resources.232 The building received kitchen and bathroom updates, reroofing, upgrades of the wood 
structural systems, wood siding and window repairs.233 The false-front parapet, entry portico, ornamental 
229  Ruby Harris.
230  Per the 2014 Notice of Funding Availability and 2009-2013 Rent Board data, the neighborhoods are: Inner 
Mission, Russian Hill/Polk Gulch, Castro/Eureka Valley, Outer Richmond, Inner Richmond, North Beach, Haight-
Ashbury/Western Addition, Twin Peaks/Glen Park, Sunset, Ingleside/Excelsior, South of Market (SOMA). 
231  San Francisco Property Information Map, “380 San Jose Avenue,” last accessed March 21, 2018. 
232  Page & Turnbull, “South Mission Historic Resources Survey” (San Francisco, 2010).
233  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program.”
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window surrounds and hoods, and bracketed cornice all remain intact. The significant features of the 
building have thankfully been preserved, through the effort of a project undertaken for a different purpose 
and which should be celebrated as a historic preservation triumph. The building is owned and managed 
by the non-profit developer Mission Economic Development Agency.234 Another site, 1201 Powell Street, 
was acquired by the Chinatown Community Development Center and contains 17 residential units and a 
ground floor storefront.235 Constructed in 1912, the four-story building sits on a corner and was designed 
in an Classical Revival style with articulated bay windows on both facades, a prominent rounded bay 
window at the corner, and bracketed cornices. The building has no existing designation or register 
eligibility, but it is a vernacular type found through the Chinatown and Russian Hill neighborhoods.
The most recent Small Sites acquisition, led by the Mission Housing Development Corporation, 
is the Gran Oriente Filipino Hotel at 106 South Park Street in the South of Market neighborhood. The 
SRO hotel dates from 1907 and had been owned by the Gran Oriente Filipino Masonic fraternity since 
the 1920s. The building has become culturally significant as an early anchor institution and residence for 
the Filipino community in this neighborhood.236 South of Market is the location of several large scale new 
developments and the majority of new technology firms. There was a real risk that the building would be 
redeveloped and the 24 SRO units lost. The Gran Oriente is part of the Filipino Cultural Heritage District, 
known as SOMA Pilipinas, which was the result of community organization in the face of increasing 
affordability pressures to protect small businesses and existing residents in 2016.237 Cultural districts are 
a type of special use district zoning amendment designed to recognize and support cultural, artistic, and 
economic activity of specific community groups. A master plan for the district is in development and local 
landmarking may be pursued in the future.238 The Gran Oriente building had already been identified for its 
architectural contribution to the visual character of the neighborhood; it is a contributor to the California 
Register and National Register-listed South Park Historic District.239 However, the driver for its Small 
Sites acquisition—and therefore its future rehabilitation—is its cultural significance and the desire from 
within the community to protect its historic and current use.
234  Mission Economic Development Agency, “Community Real Estate,” accessed November 15, 2017, http://
medasf.org/programs/community-real-estate/.
235  Chinatown Community Development Center, “Small Sites Program,” accessed November 15, 2017, http://www.
chinatowncdc.org/our-housing/small-sites-program.
236  Joshua Sabatini, “Small Sites Program a Major Asset to SF Housing,” San Francisco Examiner, March 25, 2018.
237  SOMA Pilipinas, “San Francisco’s Filipino Cultural Heritage District,” accessed March 21, 2018, http://www.
somapilipinas.org/.
238  Ruby Harris. 
239  San Francisco Property Information Map, “106 South Park,” last accessed March 21, 2018.
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Images 8 and 9: 380 San Jose Avenue, as documented in a historic resource survey in 2010. All of the 
characteristically San Francisco extant ornament and exterior appearance has been preserved. 
Image 10: 1201 Powell Street / 900 Jackson Street in 2018. This 
building has not been designated or listed, but it is a common 
building type throughout the neighborhood and city.
Image 11. The Gran Oriente Filipino Hotel, seen 
in 2015. The painted columns and pediments 
are a distinctive feature of this relatively plain 
building. 
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Small Sites buildings are not exempt from CEQA review or the requirements of Section 106 
if federal funding were to be involved in the project. However, CEQA review has yet to present any 
barriers or any required existing review. One Planning Department staff member is dedicated to Small 
Sites projects, and she coordinates all of the internal review processes, which includes consultation 
with historic preservation staff about potential impacts.240 Even the buildings that are considered known 
historic resources have not been subject to any specific preservation regulations beyond this level of 
review. The use of historic preservation incentives has not yet come into play. From the experience of 
Ruby Harris, one developer had considered the local Mills Act program and decided that the property 
tax deduction would not be worth investment in the process.241 For the Mills Act, buildings must be 
locally designated or listed on the National Register, which can deter applicants if the building does not 
already meet those criteria. For non-profits, a property tax deduction is not a strong incentive since they 
are exempt from property taxes. In considering how historic preservation incentives might play a greater 
role in these projects, the addition of layers of review is problematic. Because the projects are intended 
to move quickly and be as streamlined as possible, adding the time and costs of listing a building and 
applying for a local Mills Act or federal Historic Tax Credit is challenging. Preservation mandates without 
parallel funding would be difficult for them to follow and still effectively achieve their mission.
Funding for the Small Sites Program now derives from six main sources that are all local. These 
include the Housing Trust Fund, fees from Inclusionary Affordable Housing payments, Expedited Condo 
Conversion fees, and the 2014 housing bond. Area-specific sources include the SOMA Stabilization fund 
and Eastern Neighborhoods plan fund.242 From the latter sources, use of the funds are restricted within a 
specific geographic area. However, the larger funds can be used for projects anywhere in the city. From an 
initial $3 million in 2014, over $84 million has been allocated for the 2017-18 fiscal year.243 City subsidies 
per unit are capped at $250,000 per unit and are intended to be blended with private lenders that can also 
provide low-interest mortgages and loans; the city maintains partnerships with a list of preferred lenders 
including Community Development Finance Institutions (CDFIs), local banks, and national affordable 
housing investors (such as Enterprise Community Partners).244 The program is open to non-profit and 
240  Ruby Harris.
241  Ruby Harris.
242  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Small Sites Program.”
243  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.
244  Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, “Notice of Funding Availability.”
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for-profit developers. So far, MOHCD has seen for-profit involvement only in partnership with a non-
profit. A for-profit company may lead the acquisition and rehabilitation, and then transfer ownership and 
management to the non-profit. Because these projects do not usually offer a large return on investment, 
there appears to be slow interest from the private development market.245 
The program does not have the large numerical impact in terms of unit count that projects like 
Kelly Cullen Community or new construction may have. However, progress can be made in four, six, and 
twenty-unit increments and the program is building momentum. The Small Sites approach shows success 
on small and short-term solutions that complement larger-scale developments and other city policies. This 
replicable model could inform New York City’s new Neighborhood Pillars initiative, which has parallel 
goals of stabilizing existing residents through non-profit property acquisitions. The targeted neighborhood 
approach, the assembly of local financing sources, and the emphasis on tenant buy-in are lessons that 
could be applied in New York City to this new initiative. 
Small Sites buildings may range in terms of pure aesthetic beauty, but they all represent a 
typically San Francisco streetscape and, most importantly, provide space and stability for committed 
existing residents. The buildings that have so far been acquired and rehabilitated under Small Sites 
present a variety of vernacular architectural expressions over time. It is not a curated collection by any 
means, but the program does create a disparate group of buildings that manifests the attachment to place 
of the residents and community-based organizations. The neighborhood development corporations and 
land trusts that are currently driving the program have been prominent actors in affordable housing for 
decades. Small Sites has been a way to enable even more rehabilitation of existing and potentially historic 
buildings by these groups and to coordinate these agencies’ work with city resources and processes, like 
planning and preservation review. It is also a new way that the city can invest in historic preservation 
by investing in preserving affordability. The concern for vulnerable residents has leveraged significant 
funding that has made historic buildings secondary beneficiaries.
245  Ruby Harris.
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CHAPTER 5: Conclusions
The four case studies explored in this thesis are instances of historic preservation overlapping 
successfully with affordable housing. As a complement to the broader discourse analysis that illustrates 
the complex and often contentious interaction of preservation and housing, these cases show how 
these ideas can manifest in actual practice. Because old and historic buildings play a role in the built 
environment within which affordable housing developers work, the two fields will continuously intersect. 
It is far from a perfect relationship, and there is room for better understanding between actors in both 
disciplines. The successful cases are presented here to challenge the dominant narrative of oppositional 
and incompatible values. 
Several themes recur throughout all four case studies. The first is the challenge of cost. 
Complicated financing packages depended on assembling equity from diverse available sources, 
including funds from the preservation world that are a non-traditional resource for low-income housing. 
Regulatory tools like inclusionary housing have made the private market a significant player in the 
provision of affordable housing, while at the same time that there is a valid argument that the market 
will not provide affordable housing on its own. In cities where land, labor, and materials are expensive 
and real estate demand is booming, the problem of cost becomes even more daunting. Acquisition costs 
alone can frustrate attempts to provide affordable housing, through the reuse of existing structures or new 
construction. Most of the projects successfully used the Historic Tax Credit, and the New York examples 
were able to add state historic tax credits and the Low-Income Housing Tax Credits. The twinning of 
tax credits is the most well-defined collaboration between historic preservation and affordable housing. 
Equity from the historic tax credits contributed significantly to the project financing and covered expenses 
that would have been incurred regardless of the historic nature of the building. However, it remains true 
that the preservation frameworks and oversight that result from tax credit use can add difficulty, time, 
and cost. The ubiquity of both tax credits speaks to their industry-wide importance but also exposes a 
vulnerability of both preservation and affordable housing to variances in the national economy when 
investment interest declines or the incentive programs are changed. 
Some projects were also products of their time when acquisition costs were lower. The Times 
Square and the Prince George rose out of disinvested neighborhoods and were able to capitalize on 
valuable assets. Undertaking projects such as these is far more difficult in today’s market and supply 
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conditions. Large buildings with such as-of-right density and prime locations are rare occurrences that 
may be out of reach for most affordable housing developers as they compete with other real estate 
interests. This fact is as true in New York as it is in San Francisco. The Breaking Ground cases and Kelly 
Cullen Community arguably have limited replicability in high-demand markets because of their high costs 
and the massive scale and unpredictability of rehabilitation scopes. However, their success suggest that 
the dual preservation and affordable housing approach is viable for other cities. These cases can act as 
models for cities with more flexible markets and the available potential buildings stock. Part of the value 
in analyzing case studies is to bring lessons from different areas to light, which could in turn serve as 
guidance for new projects elsewhere. 
Preservation’s compatibility with energy efficiency and accessibility remains a persistent 
challenge. Safety and resiliency in response to regional-specific threats, such as San Francisco’s 
earthquakes, must also be considered for every project. Each case study dealt with updating to modern 
codes and accommodations, and some of the buildings were easier to adapt than others based on either 
original designs or allowed changes. Reconciling accessibly needs, energy operations, and structural 
deficiencies are major factors in most historic preservation projects, not limited to affordable housing. 
Even when the building typologies have historically been used for dense residences and are prime for 
reuse as such, necessary updates can present stumbling blocks. Project teams overcame these difficulties 
with solutions tailored to each project, but consistent challenges remain for the historic preservation field. 
Solutions will always need to be on a case-by-case basis, but a comprehensively flexible new policies and 
interpretations of preservation regulations will foster better collaboration. 
The extent of allowable change varied among the case studies. The outcomes and design 
decisions that occurred may provoke disagreement among preservationists. The designations and 
incentives involved provided some protections and guidance for the rehabilitation work, but negotiation 
between project teams and preservation authorities, mainly necessitated by the Historic Tax Credits, 
resulted in trade-offs. Historic designations often protect only the exteriors, while the applications for 
tax credits, CEQA, and anything involving the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards include interiors to 
consider the building as a whole. The extent of changes in each case was ultimately acceptable for the 
accomplishment of the larger social goal, although some preservationists may not agree. For example, at 
the Kelly Cullen Community the use of vinyl windows instead of replicated replacement wood windows 
is not commonly a preferred preservation alternative and may leave something to be desired in aesthetics 
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and durability. However, remembering the broader picture helps to minimize the impact of these choices 
and points to a much more fundamental achievement of preservation. A central premise of historic 
preservation is that buildings are worth saving because they are irreplaceable resources. The loss of basic 
housing units often is a loss of historic fabric. Both a physical and social loss could have resulted from a 
blindness to the value of these case study buildings and unique opportunities they provided. Thus, the two 
fields align philosophically in the stewardship of irreplaceable resources in the service of real people. 
The Randolph Houses, the Times Square, the Prince George, the Christopher, and the Kelly 
Cullen Community exemplify variations on traditional historic preservation tools and strategies. They 
involve listed buildings and monitored preservation rehabilitations that ceded some amount of decision-
making authority to preservation professionals. Preservation projects still rely on the same assembly of 
tools, especially the financial ones, developed decades ago; the social, cultural, and economic contexts 
may have changed but the main tools largely have not. Instances of innovation, such as the Inclusionary 
Air Rights at the Prince George, show adaptation of existing tools and new approaches. 
As a complement to the landmarked projects, Small Sites is a chance to look at historic 
preservation quite differently. The success of a program that does not engage with established historic 
preservation frameworks has important implications in the way that the preservation goals can be 
accomplished informally. The driver of affordable housing brought about a positive result that historic 
preservation alone had not achieved. The Small Sites Program is an opportunity to recognize and protect 
vernacular typologies. Vernacular architecture has a curiously ambiguous place in historic preservation 
practice; we categorize it as a valuable articulation of local styles and materials but there are very few 
tools to protect it. A city might be known for its monuments, but it is the blocks and neighborhoods 
populated by vernacular buildings that give a city its true feeling. San Francisco’s consideration of 
vernacular structures as potentially historic through Historic Context Statements, Cultural Heritage 
Districts, and neighborhood resources surveys has created frameworks for identifying vernacular 
buildings, but few mechanisms to preserve them beyond initial CEQA review. However, this review 
only comes into play once there is a proposed project at a site, and state and local streamlining initiatives 
paired with misconceptions about CEQA threaten the effectiveness of this process. 
Because there is now interest in countering the threats to the existing residents of these vernacular 
buildings, there is an impetus to save the structures themselves. Layers of associative value link the 
importance of the people to the significance of the buildings. People and place are integrally linked. The 
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buildings have distinct qualities that form a neighborhood’s visual character. Yet it is the people that 
ascribe indispensable value to the buildings, and every group will create different values. Preservation 
professionals see urban environments through different eyes; where preservationists see historic patterns 
of development and interesting architecture, others may only see familiar streetscapes and surroundings 
for everyday life. Neighborhood character derives from more than its aesthetics, drawing on social and 
cultural associations established throughout time. With affordability crises and heightened paces of 
development, what many people consider to be at stake is the “soul” of the city or neighborhood – a soul 
that is formed by tangible and intangible factors. 
Examining the treatment of existing built fabric through the lens of affordable housing highlights 
the variety of buildings that can be considered as historic resources. Vernacular buildings are especially 
vulnerable because it is more difficult to clearly articulate their value. It is a historic preservation issue 
that in both New York and San Francisco there are plenty of vernacular buildings that will never be 
designated or afforded effective protection from demolition. This is an area for continued integration 
with planning and zoning. There cannot be blanket mandates to save every single building, but existing 
building stocks can be instrumentalized as a valuable resource for larger social goods. As the case studies 
show, particularly Small Sites, investment in people through place results in numerous benefits for both 
the people and the place. 
New York and San Francisco are alike in the urgency with which the city governments are 
attempting to address immediate affordability concerns. The optimism of central plans with multi-pronged 
approaches belies a scrambling to address many problems at once with an array of possible solutions. 
Each city’s approach builds upon established policies and the legacies of previous activism in earlier eras 
of affordability concern, altering and adapting basic frameworks to create solutions quickly. Both cities 
are heavily reliant on the preservation of existing affordable units in their housing plans. Retaining and 
maintaining existing units is of the highest priority because of the rates at which these units are being 
lost. The monumental effort of refinancing to keep affordable units in existence creates the foundation for 
the possible ultimate success of these housing plans. Therefore, old and existing buildings will continue 
to be a huge aspect of the affordable housing conversation. Most rehabilitations will likely happen with 
no participation of historic preservationists. However, since the need for multi-unit, dense rental housing 
will not diminish, preservationists will benefit from understanding the dynamics of affordable housing to 
better participate in navigating changes to the built environment. 
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The case studies also show that projects benefited from leaders that had personal beliefs about 
historic preservation’s value and could spearhead the inclusion of preservation aims. This opens a 
complicated question about increased historic preservation advocacy for affordable housing projects. Is it 
appropriate for historic preservation advocates, in wanting to save a building, to partner with affordable 
housing providers? If so, can truly collaborative partnership be formed that will work flexibly with 
historic fabric in deference to the main goal of equitable housing? If the historic preservation field claims 
that preservation supports affordable housing, as the tax credit argument does, some recognition of a 
limited role is necessary. Preservationists must accept that the incentives come with strings attached and 
be cognizant of the financial implications of the requirements. Although the case studies explored here are 
successful instances of historic preservation and affordable housing overlapping, they are a rarified group. 
If preservation decision-makers can accept a limited efficacy in the world of affordable housing, there can 
be more targeted successes. If leaders in the profession truly wish to engage more with housing justice, 
they will have to let go of some of the restrictions present in the tools and regulations. As the discourse 
analysis reveals, and as any practitioner could likely describe, negative perceptions about historic 
preservation must be addressed. It is incumbent upon historic preservationists, at any level of leader or 
practitioner, to make demonstrations of collaboration and change to fight this view.
There are plenty of avenues for future research in this realm. To address some of the gaps 
in research and contradictions in the literature, beginning with keeping track of the outcomes and 
functionality of these projects will be instructive. Especially with the Randolph Houses, there is a 
precedent for overlapping rehabilitation and public housing without success, indicating that the current 
project should be monitored, perhaps by the West Harlem Group managers, for maintenance and 
performance. For housing developers, seeing how individual projects deal with maintaining affordability 
and their physical building fabric will be instructive and possibly replicable by other projects. The Kelly 
Cullen Community and the surrounding Tenderloin neighborhood in San Francisco should be an area 
of continued study by the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation to indicate how well 
the National Register-listed historic district can fulfill its intention to protect affordability. Preservation 
agencies like the Landmarks Preservation Commission could add affordable housing as an additional 
piece of data in their publicly accessible databases to simply track which building provide affordable 
housing in some form. Preservation advocates are also in a position to engage with affordable housing 
providers to make the availability of preservation funding and tools more pervasive. For example, small 
96
scale preservation grants through groups like San Francisco Heritage could easily apply to Small Sites 
buildings and contribute funds to the façade and detail work. However, there are pitfalls; a hands-off 
preservation approach and provision of technical services rather than a preservation-forward approach 
led by preservation advocates is most practical. Better tracking of projects and availability of information 
would aid further research into the frequency and type of intersections between affordable housing and 
preservation. Collecting information about cases in which the goals of both fields are achieved or at 
least pursued simultaneously allow for critical examination to spur iterative improvements and foster 
opportunities to bridge the perceived contradiction in values. It is critical for preservationists to continue 
to question how historic preservation really is serving a public interest, and what they can contribute 
to long-term success of stable and high-quality affordable housing. In learning from past experiences, 
preservationists can create practices that are adaptive and flexible to public needs, and therefore larger 
social goods, that serves the fundamental purpose of historic preservation.
97
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
“2016 American Community Survey (5-Year Estimates).” Social Explorer. Data analyzed by county. 
Accessed March 13, 2018. https://www.socialexplorer.com/a9676d974c/explore.
“2017 Maximum Income By Household Size.” San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
Development, 2017.
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. “ACHP Policy Statement on Affordable Housing and Historic 
Preservation.” Washington D.C., 2006.
———. “Priorities and Recommendations for the Future.” Washington D.C., 2017.
Avrami, Erica. “Making Historic Preservation Sustainable.” Journal of the American Planning 
Association 82, no. 2 (2016): 104–12. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2015.1126196.
Ballon, Hilary. “Robert Moses and Urban Renewal: The Title I Program.” In Robert Moses and the 
Modern City: The Transformation of New York, edited by Hilary Ballon and Kenne Jackon. New 
York: Norton, 2007.
Barron, James. “Deal Aims to Keep a Former Welfare Hotel in Manhattan Affordable.” New York Times. 
August 14, 2016.
Bindelglass, Evan. “How Common Ground Builds Small to House NYC’s Homeless.” Curbed NY. 
February 27, 2015. https://ny.curbed.com/2015/2/27/9987584/how-common-ground-builds-small-to-
house-nycs-homeless.
Bloom, Nicholas Dagen, and Matthew Gordon Lasner, eds. Affordable Housing in New York: The People, 
Places, and Policies That Transformed a City. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016.
Breaking Ground. “The Christopher,” 2018. https://breakingground.org/our-housing/the-christopher.
———. “The Prince George.” Accessed January 19, 2018. https://breakingground.org/our-housing/the-
prince-george.
“Block 1015, Lot 1.” New York City Department of Finance, Office of the City Register. Accessed 
February 28, 2018, https://a836-acris.nyc.gov/DS/DocumentSearch/BBL.
Center for Neighborhood Technology. “About the Index.” Last updated 2017. Accessed February 1, 2018. 
https://htaindex.cnt.org/about/#history.
Chan, Sewin, and Gita Khun Jush. “2017 National Rental Housing Landscape: Renting in the Nation’s 
Largest Metros.” New York, 2017. http://furmancenter.org/files/NYUFurmanCenter_2017_National_
Rental_Housing_Landscape_04OCT2017.pdf.
Chinatown Community Development Center. “Small Sites Program.” Accessed November 15, 2017. 
http://www.chinatowncdc.org/our-housing/small-sites-program.
Clark, David E., and W.E. Herrin. “Historical Preservation Districts and Home Sales Prices: Evidence 
from the Sacramento Housing Market.” Review of Regional Studies 27, no. 1 (1997): 29–48.
Coffin, Donald A. “The Impact of Historic Districts on Residential Property Values.” Eastern Econcomic 
Journal 15, no. 3 (1989): 221–28.
Conde, Sarah N. “Striking a Match in the Historic District: Opposition to Historic Preservation and 
Responsive Community Building.” Georgetown University, 2007.
Corbett, Michael R., and Anne Bloomfield. “National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: 
Uptown Tenderloin Historic District.” Washington D.C.: National Park Service, 2008.
98
Coulson, N. Edward, and Robin M. Leichenko. “The Internal and External Impacts of Historical 
Designation on Property Values.” Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics 23, no. 1 (2001): 
113–24.
Department of Housing Preservation and Development. “Housing New York Units by Building,” 2018.
Desmond, Matthew. Evicted. New York: Penguin Random House, 2016.
Ding, Lei, Jackelyn Hwang, and Eileen Divringi. “Gentrification and Residential Mobility in 
Philadelphia.” Philadelphia, 2015.
“Discover.” New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission. Accessed March 13, 2018. http://
www1.nyc.gov/site/lpc/discover/discover.page.
Dolkart, Andrew. “National Register of Historic Places Registation Form: Times Square Hotel.” 
Washington D.C.: National Park Service, 1995.
———. “National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: Prince George Hotel.” Washington 
D.C.: National Park Service, 1998.
———. “Tenements.” In Affordable Housing in New York: The People, Places, and Policies That 
Transformed A City, edited by Nicholas Dagen Bloom and Matthew Gordon Lasner, 45–48. 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016.
Dougherty, Conor. “Tax Overhaul Is a Blow to Affordable Housing Efforts.” New York Times, A1. January 
19, 2018.
Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Brian J McCabe, and Eric Edward Stern. “Fifty Years of Historic Preservation in 
New York City: Fact Brief.” New York, 2016.
Epstein, Ethan. “How San Francisco Saved Its Public Housing By Getting Rid of It.” Politico Magazine, 
July 2017. https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2017/07/20/how-san-francisco-turned-its-
tenements-into-treasures-215391.
Falk, Don. “Equitable Development Is Within Reach in SF’s Tenderloin.” San Francisco Chronicle. 
January 4, 2018.
Farbstein, Jay, Richard Wener, and Emily Axelrod. “The Times Square.” In Visions of Urban Excellence, 
3–22. Cambridge, MA: Bruner Foundation, 1998.
“Find Affordable Housing.” New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development. 
Accessed February 6, 2018. http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/renters/find-housing.page.
Gelfand Partners. “Kelly Cullen Community National Trust Award Nomination,” 2013.
Glaeser, Edward. Triumph of the City. New York: Penguin Press, 2011.
Gutierrez, Melody. “Bill Pushing Apartments and Condos near Public Transit Loses Crucial Vote.” San 
Francisco Chronicle. April 17, 2018.
Heitter, Angela. “Historic Resource Evaluation Response.” San Francisco Planning Department, 2008.
Hernandez, Jennifer, David Freidman, and Stephanie DeHerrera. “In the Name of the Environment.” Los 
Angeles, 2015.
Hock, Jennifer. “West Side Urban Renewal Area.” In Affordable Housing in New York: The People, 
Places, and Policies That Transformed A City, edited by Nicholas Dagen Bloom and Matthew 
Gordon Lasner, 202–7. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016.
“Housing New York 2.0.” New York, 2017. http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/about/housing-new-york-2-0.
page. 
99
Howe, Kathy. “Resource Evaluation #01PR4971.” New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation, 2001.
Hutson, Malo. The Urban Struggle for Economic, Environmental and Social Justice: Deepening Their 
Roots. London; New York: Routledge, 2016.
“Job No. 121189668.” Application Details. NYC Department of Buildings. Accessed March 20, 2017. 
http://www1.nyc.gov/site/buildings/index.page.
Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University. “The State of the Nation’s Housing.” Cambridge, 
MA, 2017. http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/harvard_jchs_state_of_the_
nations_housing_2017.pdf.
Knapp, Frederic, and Leigh Schoberth. “Draft National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: 
San Francisco Central YMCA,” 2017.
Lamont, Katie. “Central YMCA to Kelly Cullen Community.” PowerPoint presentation, California 
Preservation Foundation Webinar, March 4, 2014.
Lento, Rochelle E., Shaun Donovan, Sheila Crowley, Rebecca L. Peace, Mark H. Shelburne, Jeanne 
Peterson, Janet Kennedy, et al. “The Future of Affordable Housing.” Journal of Affordable 
Housing & Community Development Law. American Bar Association, 2011. https://doi.
org/10.2307/41429170.
Listokin, David, and Barbara Listokin. “Historic Preservation and Affordable Housing: Leveraging Old 
Resources for New Opportunities.” Housing Facts & Findings 3, no. 2 (2001): 6–15.
Listokin, David, Barbara Listokin, and Michael Lahr. “The Contributions of Historic Preservation to 
Housing and Economic Development.” Housing Policy Debate 9, no. 3 (1998): 431–78. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10511482.1998.9521303.
“Low-Income Housing Tax Credits: Affordable Housing Investment Opportunities for Banks.” 
Community Development Insights, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency. Washington D.C., 
2014.
“Low-Income Housing Tax Credits.” U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Last updated 
July 10, 2017. https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/lihtc.html.
“Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Properties.” Available from HUD Open Data and ArcGIS 
viewer. State-defined project ID NY9802001. Data coverage through 2014, last edited 
June 6, 2017. Accessed February 9, 2018. https://egis-hud.opendata.arcgis.com/
datasets/907edabaf7974f7fb59beef14c4b82f6_0.
Mangin, John. “The New Exclusionary Zoning.” Stanford Law & Policy Review 25, no. 1 (2014): 91–120. 
https://growtherichmond.com/files/mangin.pdf.
Mason, Randall. “Economics and Historic Preservation: A Guide and Review of the Literature.” 
Washington D.C., 2005.
“Mandatory Inclusionary Housing.” New York City Housing Preservation & Development. Accessed 
March 11, 2018. http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/developers/mandatory-inclusionary-housing.page.
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development. “Notice of Funding Availability: Acquisition 
and Rehabilitation Financing for Small Sites Program Properties.” San Francisco, 2014.
———. “Small Sites Program.” PowerPoint presentation, February 16, 2018. Shared with author, 
courtesy of Ruby Harris.
100
McCabe, Brian J, and Ingrid Gould Ellen. “Does Preservation Accelerate Neighborhood Change? 
Examining the Impact of Historic Preservation in New York City.” Journal of the American 
Planning Association 82, no. 2 (2016): 134–46. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2015.1126195.
Milder, Emily. “Historically Affordable : How Historic Preservationists and Affordable Housing 
Advocates Can Work Together to Prevent the Demolition of Rent-Stabilized Housing in Los 
Angeles.” Journal of Affordable Housing & Community Development Law 25, no. 1 (2016): 103–31.
Miller, Lindsay. “National Register of Historic Places Registration Form: West 114th Street Historic 
District.” Washington D.C.: National Park Service, 2014.
Mission Economic Development Agency. “Community Real Estate.” Accessed November 15, 2017. 
http://medasf.org/programs/community-real-estate/.
National Park Service. “Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal Historic Tax Credit for 
FY 2016.” Washington D.C., 2016. https://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-
2016annual.pdf.
———. “Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings: Statistical Report and Analysis 
for Fiscal Year 2016.” Washington D.C., 2017. http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-
incentives-2012statistical.pdf.
———. “Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings Annual Report for Fiscal Year 
2017.” Washington D.C., 2017. https://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-
2017annual.pdf.
National Trust for Historic Preservation. “HTC Affordable Housing Let. 8-15-17.pdf.” National Trust for 
Historic Preservation, 2017. http://forum.savingplaces.org/viewdocument/htc-affordable-housing-
letter.
———. “Preservation for People: A Vision for the Future.” Washington D.C., 2017.
New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development. “HPD Inclusionary 
Housing Sites Map,” 2018. http://hpd.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.
html?id=6d3f09240876403097c6d37a3c467917.
———. “Press Release: Mayor de Blasio, HPD and Breaking Ground Announce the Preservation of 
Affordable Housing in the Historical Landmark, Prince George Residence in Central Manhattan.” 
New York, 2016.
New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development, and New York City Housing 
Authority. “Request for Proposals: Randolph Houses Central Harlem, Manhattan.” New York, 2011. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/hpd/downloads/pdf/developers/rfp-rfq-rfo-archives/Randolph-houses-
RFP.pdf.
New York City Department of Planning. “Current and Projected Populations.” Accessed August 1, 2018. 
http://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/nyc-population/current-future-populations.page.
New York Housing Conference. “Omnibus = Reinvestment in HUD Funding and LIHTC Policy 
Improvements,” 2018. http://thenyhc.org/2018/03/21/omnibusreinvestment-hud-funding-lihtc-
policy-improvements/.
New York State Parks Recreation and Historic Preservation. “Tax Credit Programs.” Accessed January 29, 
2018. https://parks.ny.gov/shpo/tax-credit-programs/.
Novogradac & Company. “Celebrating Low Income Housing Tax Credits 30th Anniversary.” Accessed 
January 25, 2018. https://www.novoco.com/notes-from-novogradac/celebrating-low-income-
housing-tax-credits-30th-anniversary.
101
———. “LIHTC By The Numbers.” Accessed January 25, 2018. https://www.novoco.com/atom/144136. 
Novogradac, Michael. “Final Tax Reform Bill Would Reduce Affordable Rental Housing Production by 
Nearly 235,000 Homes.” Novogradac & Company, 2017. https://www.novoco.com/notes-from-
novogradac/final-tax-reform-bill-would-reduce-affordable-rental-housing-production-nearly-
235000-homes. 
“NYCHA 2017 Fact Sheet.” New York: New York City Housing Authority, 2017.
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency. “Final Revisions to Interagency Questions and Answers 
Regarding Community Reinvestment.” Department of the Treasury, 2016. https://www.occ.gov/
news-issuances/news-releases/2016/nr-ia-2016-82a.pdf.
Office of the Mayor. “Priorities: Housing.” Accessed November 15, 2017. http://sfmayor.org/housing.
Page, Max, and Randall Mason, eds. Giving Preservation A History: Histories of Historic Preservation in 
the United States. New York: Routledge, 2004.
Page & Turnbull. “South Mission Historic Resources Survey.” San Francisco, 2010.
“Participation Loan Program Term Sheet.” New York: New York City Department of Housing 
Preservation & Development, 2016.
PD&R Edge. “Rental Burdens: Rethinking Affordability Measures.” HUD User, U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, 2014. https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr_edge_featd_
article_092214.html.
Perine, Jerilyn, and Sarah Watson. “Steering the New Course: Housing and Land Use Policy for New 
York City.” New York, 2014.
“Phase I of Renovations Complete for Randolph Houses in Central Harlem.” New York: New York City 
Housing Authority, 2016.
Postal, Matthew A., and Donald G. Presa. “Madison Square North Historic District Designation Report.” 
New York, 2001.
Preservation Green Lab. “Older, Smaller, Better Measuring: How the Character of Buildings and Blocks 
Influences Urban Vitality.” Washington D.C., 2014.
———. “The Atlas of ReUrbanism: Buildings and Blocks in American Cities.” Washington D.C., 2016.
———. “Untapped Potential: Strategies for Revitalization and Reuse About the Partnership.” Washington 
D.C., 2017.
“Press Release: NYCHA Chairman Rhea and HPD Commissioner Wambua Announce Team Chosen 
for Redevelopment of Randolph Houses in Central Harlem.” New York: New York City Housing 
Authority, 2012.
“The Prince George.” World Habitat Awards. Accessed March 1, 2018. https://www.world-habitat.org/
world-habitat-awards/winners-and-finalists/the-prince-george/#award-content.
Rahaim, John. “Housing Balance Report No. 5.” San Francisco, 2017.
Rodgers, AnMarie, and Joshua Switzky. “SB 827.” San Francisco: San Francisco Planning Department, 
2018.
Rose, Carol M. “Preservation and Community: New Directions in the Law of Historic Preservation.” 
Stanford Law Review 33, no. 3 (1981): 473–534. https://doi.org/10.2307/1228356.
102
Rosen, Marcia, and Wendy Sullivan. “From Urban Renewal and Displacement to Economic Inclusion: 
San Francisco Affordable Housing Policy 1978-2014.” Stanford Law & Policy Review 25 (2014): 
121–62.
Ruby Harris, Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development in conversation with author. “No 
Title,” n.d.
Ryberg-Webster, Stephanie, and Kelly L Kinahan. “Historic Preservation and Urban Revitalization in 
the Twenty-First Century.” Journal of Planning Literature 29, no. 2 (2014): 119–39. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0885412213510524.
Rypkema, Donovan. “Historic Preservation and Affordable Housing: The Missed Connection.” 
Washington D.C., 2002.
Rypkema, Donovan, Caroline Cheong, and Randall Mason. “Measuring Economic Impacts of Historic 
Preservation.” Washington D.C., 2011.
Sabatini, Joshua. “Small Sites Program a Major Asset to SF Housing.” San Francisco Examiner. March 
25, 2018.
San Francisco Planning Code. American Legal Publishing Corporation. http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/
gateway.dll/?f=templates&fn=default.htm. 
San Francisco Planning Department. “Application Packet for Environmental Evaluation.” San Francisco, 
2015. http://forms.sfplanning.org/Environmental_Evaluation_Application.pdf.
———. “Environmental Review Process Summary.” San Francisco, 2008. http://sf-planning.org/sites/
default/files/FileCenter/Documents/3961-Environmental_Review_Process_Summary.pdf.
———. “Exemption from Environmental Review,” 2008.
———. “HOME-SF.” Accessed March 28, 2018. http://sf-planning.org/home-sf.
———. “Preservation Bulletin No. 14: Brief History of the Historic Preservation Movement in the 
United States and in San Francisco.” San Francisco, 2011. http://default.sfplanning.org/Preservation/
bulletins/HistPres_Bulletin_14.PDF.
———. “Preservation Bulletin No. 6: Preservation Incentives.” San Francisco, 2003. http://default.
sfplanning.org/Preservation/bulletins/HistPres_Bulletin_06.PDF.
———. “Preservation Bulletin No. 8: The Mills Act Program.” San Francisco: San Francisco Planning 
Department, 2003. http://default.sfplanning.org/Preservation/bulletins/HistPres_Bulletin_08.PDF.
———. “San Francisco Property Information Map: 220 Golden Gate Ave,” n.d. http://propertymap.
sfplanning.org/.
Schuster, J. Mark, and John de Monchaux. “Five Things to Do.” In Preserving the Built Heritage: 
Tools for Implementation, edited by J. Mark Schuster, John de Monchaux, and Charles A. Riley II. 
Hanover, NH: University Press of New England, 1997.
Shelburne, Mark, and Thomas Stagg. “Implementation of LIHTC Income Averaging,” 2018. https://www.
novoco.com/notes-from-novogradac/implementation-lihtc-income-averaging.
Smith-Heimer, Janet, Jessica Hitchcock, Paige Roosa, and Chelsea Guerrero. “CEQA in the 21st Century: 
Environmental Quality, Economic Propserity, and Sustainable Development in California.” San 
Francisco, 2016.
SOMA Pilipinas. “San Francisco’s Filipino Cultural Heritage District.” Accessed March 21, 2018. http://
www.somapilipinas.org/.
103
SPUR, and San Francisco Architectural Heritage. “Historic Preservation in San Francisco: Making the 
Preservation Process Work for Everyone.” San Francisco, 2013.
Stipe, Richard. A Richer Heritage: Historic Preservation in the Twenty-First Century. Chapel Hill, NC: 
University of North Carolina Press, 2003.
Talen, Emily, Sunny Menozzi, and Chloe Schaefer. “What Is a ‘Great Neighborhood’? An Analysis of 
APA’s Top-Rated Places.” Journal of the American Planning Association 81, no. 2 (2015): 121–41. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2015.1067573.
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, An Act to provide for reconciliation pursuant to titles II and V of the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2018. Pub. Law No. 115-97, §13402, 2017.
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation. “Kelly Cullen Community Celebrates Grand 
Opening.” TNDC Developments. San Francisco, August 2013.
———. “Our History.” Accessed November 15, 2017. http://www.tndc.org/about/our-history/.
———. “Tenderloin Residents Take Pride in a Rich History.” TNDC Developments. San Francisco, 
January 2009.
———. “TNDC Acquires Historic YMCA Building.” TNDC Developments. San Francisco, 2007.
The New York Landmarks Conservancy. “The 27th Lucy G. Moses Preservation Awards,” 2017.
Trinity Financial. “A. Philip Randolph Houses,” n.d.
U.S. Census Bureau American Fact Finder. “2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 
Total Housing Units.” Accessed April 8, 2018. https://factfinder.census.gov/.
———. “2017 Population Estimates.” Accessed April 8, 2018. https://factfinder.census.gov/.
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. “Affordable Housing.” Accessed November 15, 
2017. https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/.
University of California at Berkeley, and University of California at Los Angeles. “The Urban 
Displacement Project,” 2017. http://www.urbandisplacement.org/research.
“Voluntary Inclusionary Housing.” New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Development. 
Accessed March 2, 2018. http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/developers/voluntary-inclusionary-housing.
page.
Williams, Stockton, Lisa Sturtevant, and Rosemarie Hepner. “Yes in My Backyard: How States and 
Local Communities Can Find Common Ground in Expanding Housing Choice and Opportunity.” 
Washington D.C., 2017.
Wood, Anthony C. Preserving New York: Winning the Right to Protect a City’s Landmarks. New York: 
Routledge, 2008.
Woodbridge, Sally B., John M. Woodbridge, and Chuck Bryne. San Francisco Architecture. Berkeley, 
CA: Ten Speed Press, 2005.
Yager, Jessica and Erica Stern. “21st Century SROs: Can Small Housing Units Help Meet the Need for 
Affordable Housing in New York City?” New York, 2018.
104
Image Credits
Image 1: Siri Olson, 2018.
Image 2: Siri Olson, 2018.
Image 3: Siri Olson, 2018.
Image 4: Siri Olson, 2018.
Image 5: Siri Olson, 2018.
Image 6: Siri Olson, 2018.
Image 7: “San Francisco Central YMCA,” Jim Roberts, 2018, Wikimedia Commons.
Images 8 and 9: Courtesy of Christina Dikas, Page & Turnbull.
Image 10. Courtesy of Marie Summers.
Image 11. “South Park Gran Oriente Filipino Hotel 2015,” Chris Carlsson, 2015, FoundSF.
